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The purpose of this study was two fold, the first was to determine the 
effectiveness of mentoring in a teacher mentoring program which provides support for 
intern/novice teachers during the first year of employment as perceived by school 
principals, mentor teachers and mentees. 
The second purpose was to examine and present information about the continuum 
of support and effort needed to ensure the overall success of first-year teachers. 
The study used selected moderator variables including school principals, mentor 
teachers and mentee teachers gender, race, years of teaching experience, degree and 
school type. These were analyzed to provide additional explanations of significant 
differences which may exist between school principals, mentor teachers, and mentees. 
Further, the study sought to measure effectiveness of mentor teacher in terms of selected 
variables: (1) instructional advisement; (2) classroom management and discipline; (3) 
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selection of instructional materials; (4) retention of mentee; (5) organizational skills; (6) 
planning of activities; (7) time management; and (8) classroom routines and paperwork. 
Descriptive survey was used to generate the data in this study. The data were 
obtained from responses of 25 school principals; 35 mentor teachers; and 41 mentee 
teachers participating in the 1995-96 mentoring program. A total of 105 respondents who 
participated in the program from the previous five years were also used in the study to 
compare the effectiveness of mentor teachers with current first-year teachers. 
Analysis of variance (one-way ANOVA) and analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) 
were used to analyze the data and to compare significant differences, as stated in the 
hypotheses as perceived by three groups of educators. In cases where significant 
differences were found with the F ratio with variables that had more than two groups, 
multiple comparison tests were used to determine where significant differences occurred. 
The differences between groups were analyzed and interpreted according to the computed 
"F" ratios at .05 level of significance. 
The major implication of this study is that mentors do perform a useful role in 
assisting the novice teacher and should continue in this role. 
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The research detailed in this dissertation is designed to explore the various aspects 
of mentoring as perceived by educators, especially those involved with mentoring. More 
specifically, this study focuses on the perceptions of building principals, mentor teachers, 
and mentee teachers about certain aspects of mentoring and the characteristics of effective 
mentor teachers in a teacher mentoring program. 
Mentoring has a long history of success, beginning with Odysseus' decision to 
entrust the education and development of his son to a wise and learned man named 
Mentor some 3,500 years ago. Today, mentoring has extended to application in training 
business executives, psychologists, sociologists, educational administrators, teachers, and 
other professionals (Gray and Gray, 1985). 
During the 1980s, a conceptual framework for educators as mentors began as a 
key component of reform in teaching. Proponents have not offered a rigorous theoretical 
basis for advocating the mentor's role but rather have found easy acceptance for it on the 
basis of the cultural legacy of the mentor-novice relationship and its potential for 
providing support for mentee teachers and a new professional responsibility for 
experienced teachers. The spread of mentors in mentoring programs became a national 
phenomenon by the end of the 1980s decade (Hawk & Robards, 1987; Huling-Austin and 
Murphy 1987). The practice of mentoring is adding a new dimension to teacher support 
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programs (Quinn, 1991). According to Hollidge, (1991) there must be greater efforts to 
bridge the gap between the conceptualized theories about mentoring and the realities of 
mentoring in progress. 
According to Gehrke (1988) a mentor is one who acts as a coach, much like in 
athletics, advising and teaching the political nuts and bolts, giving feedback, and 
rehearsing strategies. He or she provides the mentee with exposure, visibility, and 
sponsorship, helping open doors to promotions and seeing that he gets assignments that 
will get him noticed. Also, mentors take the blame for the mentee's mistakes, acting as 
protectors until they are established enough to shoulder criticism on their own (Gehrke 
1988). 
Anderson and Shannon (1987) define mentoring as a nurturing process in which a 
more skilled or more experienced person, serving as a role model, teacher sponsor, 
encourager, or counselor befriends a less skilled or less experienced person for the 
purpose of promoting the latter's professional and/or personal development. Mentoring 
functions are carried out within the context of an ongoing, caring relationship between the 
mentor and protege. 
The concept of mentoring for beginning teachers has risen over the last decade 
due to the overwhelming classroom duties and responsibilities they are required to 
undertake. These overwhelming tasks have dictated that school systems put forth a 
greater effort in the initial year(s) toward the development in beginning teachers’ careers. 
Today, mentoring is emerging as a buzzword with serious implications for school 
systems. People often hear about mentoring for principals, for teachers, for students, and 
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for employees in a wide range of businesses and industry. There is mentoring by 
principals, teachers, students, corporate executives, and members of the community. 
There is mentoring designed to help adult "mentees" be better administrators, teachers, 
practitioners, or employees. Further, the concept of mentoring lends itself to helping 
youth adjust to society after incarceration or institutionalization; take good care of their 
children, not get pregnant in the first place, stay out of jail, and stop taking drugs. 
The mentoring program in DeKalb County School System was designed to assist 
beginning teachers adjust to their first year of teaching. Further, the mentoring program 
focused on beginning teachers who have not completed the required teacher preparatory 
courses prior to being employed as regular classroom teachers. The beginning teacher 
can fulfill these requirements through alternative certification under this mentoring 
program. There were several factors contributing to the initial start-up of the Teacher 
Education and Mentoring Program: 1) The attrition rate was extremely highly for 
beginning teachers with less than five years of experience; 2) The school system was 
trying to find out if mentor teachers made a significant difference in the performance of 
beginning teachers; 3) Were teachers who completed student teaching more successful 
than beginning teachers who had not completed student teaching; 4) Do beginning 
teachers perceive that after having been mentored for first year, they were successful that 
year; and 5) Was there a meaningful relationship build through trust, respect, 
professional integrity, etc. (Teacher Education and Mentoring Program: Program Design 
and Research Results, 1990). 
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In the form of adult mentoring, many university programs have been established 
to prepare business executives to promote and encourage productive mentor relationships. 
They can do so initially through mentor training workshops, mentor handbooks, and 
protege/intern training seminars that set expectations for the components of a positive 
mentor relationship. As the internship period progresses, university programs can 
emphasize, through field supervision and reflective class discussions, the value of 
experiential learning. 
Finally, university programs can provide a setting that nurtures positive and 
productive mentor/protege work relationships and professional growth, thereby 
encouraging powerful learning experiences in the practice of career development and 
success. 
In general, there are several important facets to using mentors in a mentoring 
program for teachers. It should: 1) Provide beginning teachers with someone specific to 
assist them with the transition to a new position and school; 2) Provide beginning 
teachers with a colleague who listens and is available to offer constructive feedback as 
well as suggestions for improving instructional strategies; 3) Assist teachers in selecting 
and adapting instructional materials and programs; 4) Create a sense of collaboration in 
the school; 5) Empower experienced or veteran teachers by recognizing and utilizing their 
expertise; and 6) Help beginning teachers become effective team members (Prosise and 
Heller, 1993). 
Teacher mentoring for new teachers by experienced teachers is a powerful way to 
foster professional development in beginning-career teachers, and in school organizations 
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as a whole. For beginning teachers, mentoring can increase the prospect that they will 
continue in the profession because they were not left to struggle on their own. 
According to Education Consumer Guide (1993), mentor teachers generally serve 
the following broad purposes: 1) Educational or academic mentoring-helps mentored 
student improve their overall academic achievement; 2) Career mentoring-helps 
mentored adult develop the necessary skills to enter or continue on a career path; and 3) 
Personal development mentoring- supports mentored adult during times of personal or 
social stress and provides guidance for decision making. 
While looking at mentoring from a business perspective, research has revealed 
that most studies of mentoring have been done in the business field. Yet, research has 
typically investigated informal or "happenstance" mentoring some five or more years after 
less-experienced employees (proteges) realized that they had been mentored in their 
career advancement or personal development by more-experienced, higher-ranking 
employees who took a personal interest in them. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was two fold: 
(1) To determine the effectiveness of mentors in a teacher mentoring program 
which provides support for intern/novice teachers during the first year of employment as 
perceived by school principals, mentor teachers, and mentees. 
(2) To examine and present information about the continuum of support and 
effort needed to ensure the overall success of first-year teachers. 
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Specifically, the study has attempted to examine the effectiveness of mentors in a 
mentoring program in an educational setting: elementary, junior high, and high schools 
in a large urban school district. Further, this study sought to determine if independent 
variables such as principals’, mentors’, and mentees’ perceptions have a significant 
difference on the effectiveness of using mentors in a teacher mentoring program in terms 
of selected variables such as instructional advisement, classroom management and 
discipline, selection of instructional materials, retention of mentees, organization skills, 
planning of activities, time management, and classroom routines and paperwork have a 
significant difference on the effectiveness of mentors in a teacher mentoring program for 
first year teachers. 
Background of the Problem 
Research on mentee teachers concludes that they often lack, and know they lack, 
competence in planning for instruction, evaluating student work, motivating students, and 
adjusting to the classroom environment (Griffen, 1985). This lack of competence is often 
compounded by problems beginning teachers face, including the pressures raised in 
adjusting to the demanding life of a teacher and the realities of teaching compared to the 
expectations (Lortie, 1975). The pressures encountered by mentee teachers apparently are 
enough to discourage many from staying beyond the first few years of teaching 
(Veenman, 1984). 
In response to these problems, a growing number of states and individual school 
districts have established induction programs designed to provide mentee teachers with 
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assistance during their first year of teaching (Klug and Salzman, 1991). Program models 
range from formalized induction to informal mentoring and vary in terms of whether they 
are university-based or school district-based, structured, or unstructured (Klug and 
Salzman, 1991). The proliferation of mentors has precipitated the need for more and 
more in-depth mentoring programs for neophytes (Klug and Salzman, 1991). 
In response to these growing concerns, entry year inductees into mentoring 
programs are evolving across the country. Participating mentors tend to be selected for 
the role, however defined not by the mentee teachers, but by some committee of peers 
and/or administrators (Bird, 1985). Qualifications typically include endorsements of their 
teaching ability and a reasonable amount of teaching experience. A willingness, if not 
eagerness, to work with a mentee teacher is also necessary. 
Lortie (1975) describes the isolation of the early years of teaching: "The cellular 
organization of schools constrains the amount and type of interchange possible; beginning 
teachers spend most of their time physically apart from colleagues". In addition, a novice 
is often expected to perform the same tasks as a veteran, but without systematic induction 
or guidance. 
From the beginning, personnel from the DeKalb County Schools, Georgia 
Department of Education, and the University of Georgia, College of Education, were 
involved in the planning, implementation, training, research, and dissemination of the 
T.E.A.M. Program. As a result of their effort, a study was conducted during the 1988-89 
school year, the findings of which are available to any individual or group with an interest 
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in mentor teacher support for the beginning teacher (Teacher Education and Mentoring 
Program: Program Design and Research Results, 1990). 
Additionally, their report may: 
1. Serve as the impetus for local and state level agencies to think about 
policies, guidelines, and practices regarding programs for mentors and 
intern teachers. 
2. Be a starting point for developing research procedures and instruments to 
conduct pre/post survey assessments of mentors and intern teachers. 
3. Give program planners and staff developers ideas about the objectives, 
activities, timelines, and evaluation plans they may need to consider. 
4. Provide information to school personnel not directly involved with the 
program and inform them about the stages of implementation, program 
design data collection, and/or research findings. 
5. Stimulate colleges of education to examine their efforts to prepare mentor 
teachers and their role in taking the lead to conduct quantitative and 
qualitative research on mentoring among preservice and inservice teachers. 
6. Communicate and explain to the public about the T.E.A.M. 
Program and its role in strengthening the assistance provided to intern 
teachers in the State of Georgia. 
The purpose of the T.E.A.M. Program was to strengthen the support intern 
teachers receive from experienced mentor teachers during the first year of teaching. As 
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the program was implemented and completed, the purpose was achieved through the 
following objectives: 
1. To help improve the retention of intern teachers in the critical fields of 
mathematics, science, and foreign language. 
2. To increase self confidence and satisfaction of the beginning teacher 
during the critical first year. 
3. To train mentors to use newly acquired skills in helping intern teachers 
adjust more successfully to teaching. 
4. To assist intern teachers with the instructional techniques and strategies 
needed to be effective in the classroom. 
5. To help improve the effectiveness of the alternative certification process 
through which the intern teachers are obtaining certification. 
The objectives for their study were identified by the T.E. A M. Advisory 
Committee at the outset of the program along with the specific activities required to fulfill 
them. In addition, this study has also examined additional features of the program since 
limited research has been done in the area. Further, this study was different in that it 
examined the perceptions of various stakeholders of the mentor teacher, namely: school 
principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers. 
The Teacher Education and Mentoring Program (T.E.A.M.) is a significant 
development in using experienced master teachers as advisors to intern teachers 
employed by the DeKalb County School System (Teacher Education and Mentoring 
Program: Program Design and Research Results, 1990). The program allows intern 
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teachers who have not completed the required teacher preparatory courses prior to being 
employed as regular classroom teachers to have the support of master teachers, as they 
prepare for certification, in the DeKalb County School System. They receive this support 
while teaching with provisional certification. This enables them to earn 15 Staff 
Development Unit Credits (SDU's) in order to meet Georgia's Internship (student 
teaching) requirement for initial certification (Teacher Education and Mentoring 
Program: Program Design and Research Results, 1990). 
Since the internship is intended to be a closely supervised practicum, each intern 
is assigned an advisor (hereafter referred to as the mentor teacher) and a support team 
which includes a school administrator, department chairperson, and a subject-area 
instructional coordinator. Given the importance of the assistance that the mentor teacher 
must provide in observing and conferencing with the intern on a regular basis, there was 
an obvious need to train these experienced teachers for the responsibility of mentoring. 
The professional maturation of a teacher has been viewed conventionally in terms 
of preservice training, inservice education, and retirement, with little attention to teacher 
development throughout the course of a career. New initiatives in educational policy are 
focusing more attention on how a teacher acquires, develops, and refines knowledge, 
skills, attitudes, and values throughout this career cycle. Fuller (1969) depicts three 
stages of teacher development, from "survival" in the classroom (with main concern for 
personal adequacy), to "mastery" (the development and mastery of teaching skill), to 
"impact" (with a view toward the impact of mastery on pupil growth and development). 
Mentor teachers must be knowledgeable about how they as adults and the 
beginning personnel they serve grow and develop, cognitively, personally, physically, and 
emotionally. Entry year programs that focus on the well-being, both physical and 
psychological, of all parties add a critical dimension to the mentoring role. Lifelong 
career development is also a central concept in the design of mentor-beginning personnel 
relationships. The intent is to meet the unique needs of the first-year educator and help 
assure a successful experience. 
Viewed as staff development, effective entry year programs will help to suggest 
that there are multiple dimensions to professional growth: institutional directions, 
building level needs, and personal concerns. This perspective on career development 
establishes early on that educators are forever students of teaching and that lifelong 
learning is a tradition in the education profession. 
The role of mentors appears to be a unique blend of intuitive sensitivity and 
technical expertise. They should be highly proficient instructors with a strong base of 
pedagogical knowledge and successful experience who are motivated to pass on their 
accumulated knowledge to the next generation of teachers. In addition, mentors should 
be highly respected, liked by their subordinates, and able to engender trust and respect in 
others. In order to be successful in the role expected of them, mentors must be confident, 
secure, flexible, altruistic, and sensitive (Blank and Sindelar, 1992). 
Mentors function in numerous roles, but primarily they promote the new teachers' 
professional competence and personal growth. As new teachers encounter the challenges 
related to the workplace, instructional duties, and personal and professional relationships, 
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mentors become role models for coping with the complexities of teaching and 
understanding the standards of behavior and "the way thing are done here." 
Mentors also serve as instructional advisors. Most beginning teachers need 
assistance in planning lessons, organizing instruction, assessing student progress, locating 
and developing resources, and motivating students (Johnston and Ryan 1980). For that 
reason mentors need to be familiar with the research on teaching as a means for validating 
current practice, seeing beyond limited perspectives, and suggesting innovative and 
alternative procedures. As advisors, mentors also must be adept at observing and giving 
helpful feedback. New teachers have a need for learning, and observations are critical to 
learning and important to future instruction. In analyzing the work of mentee teachers, 
mentors need a conceptual understanding of the elements of good instruction and a 
structured approach by which to analyze and reflect upon instruction. Teachers who are 
thoughtful practitioners and who possess analytic and problem-solving abilities prove to 
be able mentors. They are flexible in their thinking, thereby helping new teachers to 
develop practical yet creative ways around obstacles (Blank and Sindelar, 1992). 
One way to understand the notion of the mentoring function is to look at a number 
of distinctions drawn in the literature about mentoring. Gehrke (1988) differentiates 
between the notions of help and assistance, favoring the notion of helper in a helping 
community. The helper is an experienced teacher who provides help, in this case, to 
other teachers. Gehrke (1988) sees help as socially binding, given without expectation of 
remuneration, and received with a sense of obligation to help someone else later a similar 
situation. 
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Effective use of mentors in mentoring programs requires planning, training, and 
commitment. Principals cannot simply pair new teachers with veteran teachers and 
consider this a substantive program; they must take into consideration such factors as 
professional/subject matter expertise and personality traits (Prosise and Heller, 1993). 
The mentor teacher should focus on helping the mentee teacher develop and 
enhance (Berlinger-Gustafson, n.d.): 
• Competence. Mastery of the knowledge, skills, and application that effective 
teaching requires 
• Self-Confidence. Belief in one's ability to make good decisions, be 
responsible, and be in control 
• Self-Direction. The assurance and ability to take charge of one's personal and 
professional development 
• Professionalism. The ability to understand and assume the responsibilities and 
ethics of the profession 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem being investigated by this study was the extent to which the mentor 
teacher in the DeKalb County T.E.A.M. program has been effective in the utilization of 
these mentor teachers in giving support to the first year teachers careers. 
This study examined some existing problems with first year teachers: 1. The 
attrition rate of first-year teachers; 2. Does mentor teacher make a significant difference 
in the performance of first year teacher?; and 3. Beginning teachers needed help with 
instructional techniques and strategies in the classroom in order to be effective teachers as 
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set by DeKalb County standards. This study was done in a large urban school system and 
specifically addressed the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in the mentoring program in 
terms of the following selected variables: instructional advisement, classroom 
management and discipline, selection of instructional materials, retention of mentee, 
organizational skills, planning of activities, time management, and classroom routines 
and paperwork. Further this study used the perceptions of mentors in the mentoring 
program from three groups of educators, namely: school principals, mentor teachers, and 
mentees. Because of the overwhelming task and responsibilities which mentee teachers 
are charged with their first year of teaching, the mentor teacher influences the 
development of the mentee teacher, and structure and support is provided in helping new 
teachers learn to teach, thereby promoting a high level of instructional skills and 
confidence (Blank and Sindelar 1992). 
Significance of the Study 
According to Bowers and Eberhart (1988) support for beginning year teachers is a 
need that is gaining increased recognition, as evidenced by research and initiatives for 
entry year programs that have been legislated in 16 states (American Association of 
Colleges for Teacher Education, 1987). Hand-in-hand with the focus on entry year 
programs is the recognition that experienced teachers are a logical resource to provide the 
needed guidance and support for those entering the profession. 
The first year of teaching has been likened to an expedition - a mission requiring 
courage, stamina, and a will to survive (Fuller and Brown, 1975). New teachers are 
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challenged daily; they encounter people and situations they have not previously 
experienced. They discover the reality of school life and feel a sense of responsibility for 
all that occurs. The type of support and encouragement new teachers receive from the 
people around them is influential in shaping their attitudes about themselves as teachers. 
One way mentee teachers gauge such support (or lack thereof) is through interactions 
with others. What new teachers come to believe about themselves appears to be 
influenced by what they read into the contacts they make with other people. First-year 
teachers in particular appear highly self-conscious and sensitive to what others might 
think and feel about them. 
In addition to new teachers's concerns and interests, there are several issues to 
consider such as a continuing orientation to the local district's and their school's policies 
and norms, specific curriculum materials, and instructional and disciplinary expectations. 
However, harmonious working and personal relationships between mentors and mentee 
teachers are very important aspects of the mentoring concept. 
Galvez-Hnornevik (1985) reported that mentee teachers feared they would be 
considered incompetent "as they were constantly faced with the expectation of 
performing as experienced teachers. This expectation apparently caused mentee teachers 
to feel that any requests for assistance would be interpreted as signs of incompetence". 
The concerns typical of mentee teachers have also been studied by Hall and 
Loucks (1978). The concerns they identified appear to occur in stages, with early worries 
being primarily about those parts of the job that affect them personally - a finding that 
parallels the conclusions reached by Fuller and Brown (1975). Concerns about 
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management of the many facets of the classroom and how to get tasks accomplished seem 
to occur next. According to Hall and Loucks (1978), unless these types of concerns are 
addressed, teachers are unlikely to resolve them and move on to issues more related to the 
impact of their teaching on their students. 
Mentor teachers have a profound effect on the growth and development of novice 
teachers’ careers. Further, a mentor teacher should have the experience and certification 
appropriate to the assignment of an entry year person and should possess the knowledge, 
skills, attitudes, and values deemed essential for becoming an effective mentor. 
To assist mentors in working with mentee teachers, instructions provided for the 
mentor support teams based on: a) recent studies of classroom processes including 
patterns of "effective" teaching, research-derived principles of management, student 
thinking and social mediation; b) classroom observation focusing on such aspects of 
instruction as patterns of verbal discourse, how expectations are differentially 
communicated by teachers, student engagement, and social dimensions of the classroom; 
and c) variations on instructional supervision including purposes and procedures that 
focus at various times on the teacher's technical, clinical, and personal competence as 
well as a more critical perspective of schooling (Howey, 1988). 
This study was significant in that another study of this nature has not yet been 
done on the program that indicates the extent to which it was significant in terms of the 
selected variables included in the study. 
It was anticipated that the findings from this study will benefit the DeKalb County 
School System in making decisions regarding the future direction of the Teacher 
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Education and Mentoring Program. This study was designed to provide pertinent data on 
which to base decisions which will affect the continuing support of mentee teachers 
during the first year of employment. The information gathered during the course of this 
study will also be helpful to this school system and other school systems in Georgia, as 
well as around the country who are providing support for the mentee teacher. 
Research Questions 
1. Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
instructional advisement? 
2. Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
classroom management and discipline? 
3. Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
selection of instructional materials? 
4. Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
retention of mentees? 
5. Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
organizational skills? 
Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
planning of activities? 
Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of time 
management? 
Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
classroom routines and paperwork? 
Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
instructional advisement based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
classroom management and discipline based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 






Is there a significance difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
selection of instructional materials based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
Is there a significance difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
retention of mentees based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
Is there a significance difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
organizational skills based on the demographic variables: 
20 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
14. Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
planning of activities based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
15. Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of time 
management based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
16. Is there a significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of 
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classroom routines and paperwork based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
17. Is there a significant difference between the perceptions of current first year 
teachers in the mentoring program and previous teachers in the mentoring 
program on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher? 
Summary 
This review of issues associated with teacher mentoring has been foremost an 
attempt to synthesize the best of what is known about the mentor arrangement. From this 
analysis several priorities emerged. First, the naming of the mentor is extremely 
important. However, entitlement carries with it the consequences of visibility and 
designation, responsibility and knowledge, and personal respect. It sets apart the mentor 
teacher as a special colleague, and it gives some formal importance to the role. 
Second, although much has been said about the support role of the mentor teacher, 
a mentor teacher selected to help in the growth and development of a mentee teacher may 
ultimately want some say in the long-term staffing decisions associated with the 
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beginning teacher. As a consequence, mentor teachers may participate in the peer review 
of those mentored. 
Third, preparation for the mentoring role is a powerful consideration. Provisions 
must be made for empowering or providing support for mentors to be successful in their 
role. Fourth, commitment and respect for human dignity must undergird one's service in 
the mentoring role. Entrusting one's development to another means that the role must be 
taken very seriously, not only by those who attain these roles but by those who support 
these persons. 
Finally, mentors need to be mentored, perhaps by other lead teachers and certainly 
by support personnel in leadership capacities in the district. If we want to assure success 
for mentoring programs, teachers must be nurtured, assisted, educated, and prepared for 
the important and critical role of mentor teacher. 
CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter presents a review of the literature concerning mentoring programs 
and the utilization of mentor teachers and their effectiveness in urban school districts. 
This chapter includes five sections. The first section provides information on the 
development of mentoring programs in general; the second discusses mentoring programs 
in educational setting; the third details the training, preparation, and qualification to 
become a mentor teacher; the fourth deals with the perceptions of Teacher Mentoring 
Programs by stakeholders; and the fifth discusses a review of Teacher Mentoring 
Programs as it relates to the types of mentoring in building knowledge of mentee teacher. 
Historical Perspective on Mentoring Programs 
Historically, the term mentor implied someone who was responsible not only for 
educating children or a new employee but who acted as counselor, confidant, even parent. 
Over time, conceptions of mentoring have come to vary, especially in terms of the range 
of responsibilities one assumes in this role (Howey, 1988). While many view mentoring in 
a narrow vocational sense where the mentor serves primarily as role model, counselor, and 
sponsor, others view the mentoring role as a type of "godparent" who has a very special 
personal relationship with the one being mentored. 
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The Conant Report (1963) was among the first in the literature to call attention to 
the need for support for mentee teachers. Since that time, the role of the mentee teachers 
has been studied by numerous researchers for example, (Bush, 1977; Grant and Zeichner, 
1981; Lortie, 1975; Thies-Sprinthall, 1984; and Veenman, 1984). Grant and Zeichner 
(1981) reported that the mentee teacher typically experiences "times of great stress, 
anxiety, frustration and isolation". "Reality shock" is the term used by Veenman (1984) to 
describe the transition time from teacher training days to "the harsh and rude reality of 
everyday classroom life". 
New teachers leave the education profession in alarming numbers within their first 
few years of working. This trend is due to feeling of isolation, lack of support from 
administrators and peers, unfamiliarity and discomfort with different presentation methods, 
and classroom management techniques (Huling-Austin, 1990). The newly graduated 
teacher arrives in the classroom, ill prepared to deal with the rigorous responsibilities of 
running a classroom, while at the same time teaching subject matter. Often, the new 
teacher is expected to function at the same level of competency as the seasoned veteran, 
and they are expected to do this from their first day on the job. Unlike their counterparts 
in other professions, there is virtually no time to learn new duties and responsibilities 
gradually. The new teachers’ problems are exacerbated due to their own reluctance to 
seek help from administrator and peers (Huling-Austin, 1990). The novice is afraid to 
appear as ignorant and incompetent. Often, due to fear and embarrassment, the new 
teacher becomes even more isolated from peers, and other forms of support, which may 
already be part of the school culture. Within the first few years, these teachers often leave 
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the profession due to feelings of abandonment, isolation, and frustration (Huling-Austin, 
1990). 
To deal with these problems, many states have implemented support structures in 
the form of Teacher Induction Programs. Theoretically, induction programs facilitate the 
transition from student/intern, to competent classroom teacher. The basic premise of 
these programs is to help the new teacher become responsible for the broad range of 
teaching duties, while socializing them to become part of the teaching profession. 
One of the methods which had become accepted in the teaching profession is the 
use of experienced, veteran teachers to advise and support the novice teacher for a 
minimum period of one year. The rationale behind this support system is to give the new 
teacher the necessary assistance required when most people enter a new profession. 
Another aspect of teacher induction is the process of assimilation into the teaching 
profession also referred to as acculturation. The new teacher is exposed to the culture of 
teaching, through a systematic method of exposure of methods, standards and procedures. 
By following these avenues of training, the reasons many novice teachers leave the field of 
education are addressed proactively. 
Mentee teachers are oftentimes referred to by the following subject headings: 
Mentee, Neophyte, Novice Teacher, Protege, Inductee, Amateur, Apprentice, Trainee, 
and Beginner. According to this view the mentor relationship is multi-dimensional in 
nature and serves to facilitate growth. To further enhance the perception of mentoring as 
growth producing, Zey (1984), sees the mentoring relationship as a mechanism for career 
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and personal development through; "teaching, counseling, providing psychological 
support, protecting, and at times promoting and sponsoring." 
Over the last decade, mentoring is not just the transfer of existing "craft" 
knowledge and skills to a novice (Brown and McIntyre, 1988). It is helping a mentee 
teacher develop his or her own flexible repertory of teaching and classroom management 
skills, to develop a proper insight in their pupil's learning processes and a perspective on 
him or herself as a teacher. 
Further, current literature revealed that over the years, many studies of teaching 
have documented the difficulty of initiation into the profession (Lagans, 1970; Gelman and 
McGoldrick, 1980; and Ryan, 1980). Because of the stressful nature of the job for which 
they are unprepared, mentee teachers are most at risk for leaving the profession (Huling- 
Austin, 1990). Teaching in large, urban settings is seen as even more stressful as 
documented in a higher turnover of teachers in their early years (Habeman and Richards, 
1990). In response to this problem, mentoring programs which pair mentee teachers with 
experienced teachers have proliferated across the country. Mentor teacher programs have 
emerged as one approach to improving the quality of teaching in our schools and 
supporting new teachers at the beginning of their careers (Johnson, 1989). The use of 
experienced teachers to help mentee teachers has been suggested by many researchers as 
being particularly helpful to mentee teachers (Faber, 1989). 
Various formats for these programs have emerged based on the constituency 
organizing the program, the perceived needs of the mentee teachers, and the resource 
available. Some programs are university-based while others are sponsored by local school 
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districts, regional educational service agencies or state departments of education (DeBolt, 
1992; Furtwengler, 1993; Huling-Austin, 1990). Considerable variation also exists with 
respect to other elements of mentoring program such as mentor qualifications, incentives 
selection and training of mentors, the pairing process, definitions of mentor roles and 
responsibilities and the intended outcomes of the program. During the past twenty years 
in which mentor programs have been more available to teachers, the focus of programs 
has expanded from merely offering assistance for mentee teacher to include aspects of 
career-long professional development, teacher empowerment, school reform and peer 
supervision. Although recent studies of mentoring question the ability of mentoring 
activities to enhance the skills of mentee teachers, because of the structure of schooling 
and the nature of teaching as an occupation (Schelechty and Whitford, 1989; Little, 1990; 
Ashton, 1992), reports of mentee teacher surveys have noted the importance of colleague 
support in job satisfaction and sense of efficacy (Freiberg, 1992; NCES, 1993). 
Mentoring Programs in Educational Settings 
While there are many kinds of mentoring programs, this section seeks to focus on 
four of these programs: students mentoring students, teachers mentoring students, 
principals mentoring beginning principals, and businesses mentoring students. The first 
kind of mentoring is students mentoring students in a peer mentoring program. For 
students this is an experience whereby a student is paired with another student and is 
coached to improve in attendance, instructional performance, conflict mediation, and 
extra-curriculum activities, etc. (Leggett and Hoyle, 1987). 
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Teachers mentoring students is the another widely used mentoring program. The 
child with substantial school difficulties very often has conceptual and attitudinal problems 
as well. Before the mentor/student can address him/herself to specific skills, he/she must 
begin to correct the child's possibly negative self-image and poor attitude toward his/her 
classes and school in general. These attitudinal changes must be continually reinforced in 
all mentoring/student activities (DeKalb County School System Mentoring Program, 
1993/94). 
Many teachers believe that mentoring addresses a very real need. Many young 
people are not getting enough personal attention or help from adults (Freedman, 1991). 
"Canoes floating in the ocean without a compass" is the metaphor used by Joyce 
Ladner of Howard University in describing the plight of inner-city youth. Raised mostly in 
single-parent homes, living in neighborhoods with few working males, and educated in 
large, impersonal schools, these youngsters cannot count on day-to-day adult guidance. 
At the same time, they face so many stresses related to poverty that many of them 
need three or four parents sometimes just to stay on top of what's happening to them 
everyday. That's why mentors are so important (Freedman, 1991). 
Erwin Flaxman of Columbia University's Institute on Urban and Minority 
Education suggest two specific ways mentors help young people in such circumstances: 
by "leading them to resources they might not have found on their own" and by "providing 
support for new behaviors, attitudes, and ambitions" (Freedman, 1991). 
The belief that mentoring leads to improved outcomes for young people is 
supported by social scientists studying resilient youth-those who grow up in economically 
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disadvantaged circumstances but somehow manage to survive and succeed (Freedman, 
1991). 
An on-the-job training program for new and continuing assistant principals 
includes several types of group meetings and a series of consultations with experienced 
administrators (Gold, 1990). In 1986 a school board, an administrators' union, and a 
university formed a consortium to establish an organization called the Supercenter, 
designed to provide mentoring through training and follow-up for assistant principals 
(APs) in elementary and intermediate schools (Gold, 1990). In its first three years 
(1986-89), the Supercenter has enrolled approximately 200 assistant principals, most of 
whom are continuing into the fourth year of operation (Gold, 1990). 
The Supercenter's purposes are to provide mentoring through training for new APs 
and professional self-renewal for experienced APs, to heighten a sense of professionalism 
among participants, to provide for networking, to remove a feeling of isolation 
experienced by many junior administrators, and to disseminate information about policies 
and new programs (Gold, 1990). 
Traditionally, the assistant principal has symbolized order and consistency. 
Teachers and the principal view the assistant principal as the first line of support when 
classroom behavior crosses an acceptable threshold. However, this limited view has been 
repeatedly challenged by researcher, assistant principals, and a growing number of 
principals (Calabrese and Tucker-Ladd, 1991). 
Many principals recognize that the assistant principal's role can be either a career 
commitment or a step on the administrative career ladder. Thus, the principal has a 
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personal and professional responsibility to the assistant principal. In a personal sense, the 
principal must be committed to the growth of a human being. In a professional sense, the 
principal must be committed to the welfare of the school and the profession (Calabrese 
and Tucker-Ladd, 1991). 
Effective principals are mentors by nature. They choose to model behaviors and 
encourage others to reach their potential. The principal as a mentor provides 
opportunities for growth, develops self-confidence, and motivates the assistant principal to 
higher goals. The mentoring relationship enables the principal to facilitate maturation and 
professional development in the assistant principal (Calabrese and Tucker-Ladd, 1991). 
The principal's decision to formally serve as a mentor for the assistant principal 
creates a new relationship between the principal and assistant principal provides strong 
synergistic activity. In effect, the principal trains the assistant principal for greater 
responsibility in term of role, career, and commitment to the profession (Calabrese and 
Tucker-Ladd, 1991). 
A strong mentoring relationship exhibits the qualities of initiation, collaboration, 
inclusiveness, coaching, reciprocation, development, separation, and modeling. This 
relationship nurtures the assistant principal as an instructional leader, builds the school 
organization, and increases the principal's ability to provide a launching pad for the 
assistant principal's career (Calabrese and Tucker-Ladd, 1991). 
Businesses are now mentoring students through Adopt-A-School programs and 
School-Business Partnership programs. American public schools have benefitted from 
Adopt-A-School programs and other forms of school-business partnerships since the early 
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1980s. In small towns and big cities, dedicated volunteers from business and industry are 
sharing their resources and expertise with the country's classrooms (Weinberger, 1990). 
Now a special new aspect of school-business partnerships- mentoring- is taking 
those partnerships in new and productive directions. Even at this early stage, mentoring 
programs seem to be working well, drawing acclaim from educators and businesses, and 
helping at-risk youths do better in school and in life (Weinberger, 1990). 
The mentoring component of school business partnerships came about through 
mutual need. To compete internationally, American business needs to prepare a skilled 
workforce-and American schools need to stem their alarming dropout rate. Mentoring 
programs, in which volunteers from business work with teachers to help students, are a 
long-term commitment designed to meet both those needs (Weinberger, 1990). 
For some time, the DeKalb School System's Mentoring Program has proved to be 
a valuable asset at both secondary and elementary school levels. In the spring of 1990, the 
program entered an expanded phase as members of the business community, already 
Partners in Education with DeKalb secondary schools, extended their services by offering 
the gift of time to students (DeKalb County School System Mentoring Program, 
1993-94). 
Thirty Bell South Advertising and Publishing Company (BAPCO) employees 
became mentors with Shamrock High students in March 1990, and 30 Southern Company 
staff members established a similar relationship with Dunwoody High enrollees in February 
1991. Both business groups, after a year of interaction, have increased their volunteers 
from 30 to 58 (DeKalb County School System Mentoring Program, 1993-94). 
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Training. Preparation and Qualification for Mentor Teacher 
The training of participants is an important feature of the support program. 
Concern for the needs of new teachers is appropriate. It is also worthwhile to consider the 
transition being made by an experienced teacher who is mentoring for the first time. 
Working to support an adult colleague is very different from teaching children. 
Preparation for this new role is essential, helpful, and desired by mentors (DeBolt, 1989). 
Training and preparing the mentors for their new roles is important in each 
program. Although the format selected for the training may differ, the content is strikingly 
similar. All of the programs emphasize skills and knowledge needed by mentors such as 
observation and conferencing skills, stages of adult development, and effective teaching 
practices. 
In "Orientation to the Role," mentors are welcomed to their new responsibilities 
and assured that they are taking on a very important job. Testimonials from veteran 
mentors provide descriptions of the "wonders and traumas" of the work. There are 
workshops on leadership styles and "survival skills," such as how to balance classroom 
teaching and mentoring responsibilities, and a review of the "elements of good teaching" 
as identified by teacher effectiveness research. The training design assumes that mentors 
bring with them a grasp of recent research on effective classroom teaching because of their 
previous participation in district skill-building workshops. 
There is a training section called "Assisting New Teachers" where mentors learn 
about typical problems mentee teachers face. They hear suggestions about ways to be 
helpful (develop a resource file of materials for beginners to use; hold an orientation to 
33 
explain procedures such as filling out grade reports close the parenthesis, and they discuss 
the issue of developing relationships with novices. 
Teacher induction researchers have consistently suggested that mentor teachers 
need preparation and training (Bey and Holmes, 1990). On the basis of data from mentor 
teachers' logs, Odell (1990) suggested that mentor teachers need training related to the 
purposes of teacher induction programs; school district philosophy, needs, and priorities; 
district policies and operating procedures; working with the adult learner; stage of teacher 
development; concerns and needs of mentee teachers; clinical supervision, classroom 
observation, and conferencing skills; teacher reflection, and fostering self-esteem and 
self-reliance in the novice teacher. Researchers who have studied the process of learning 
to teach have suggested that mentor teachers could also benefit from training in schema 
theory, how to discuss subject matter with the novice teacher, and how to use studies as a 
framework for discussions about teaching. 
Perceptions of Teacher Mentoring Programs by Stakeholders 
Building principals play a crucial role in the mentor/protege relationship. Odell 
(1987), postulated that it was often the responsibility of the building principals to 
recommend those teachers who would best qualify for the role of mentor teacher. 
Building principals must therefore be very familiar with the abilities of prospective mentors 
to enable them to make wise and intelligent choices regarding who would be the best 
suited for this very demanding challenge. 
Principals have the primary responsibility for setting the tone of the working 
environment for the new teacher. Hirsh (1990) suggested that if the new teacher was 
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welcome to the school, and introduced to their colleagues and parent organizations, it was 
very helpful. Hirsh also suggested that it was important to make the new teacher feel they 
were an asset to the school because it helped them feel more confident and supported. 
These measures were conducive to a good start and could be used to prevent the common 
feelings of intimidation so common in new situations. The administrator, who is often the 
building principal, need to show support for the success and professional growth of the 
new teacher. This holds true, even though the mentor is assigned to help with day to day 
problems. This can be done in several ways. The principal helped the mentor/protege 
team to arrange times when they could meet in order to carry on the necessary 
conferences or discussions. According to Kamii and Harris-Sharples (1988), the principal 
must not only allow release time for the mentor and novice to observe other excellent 
teachers in the same school or at other locations, but also help with the logistics of such 
needs such as substitutes for the involved parties. Finding time for conferences is one of 
the most important issues bearing on the success of the mentor/protege relationship. 
Finally, it is worth noting that it is extremely important for the principal to respect the 
privacy of the mentor/protege relationship. In a study conducted by Gold and Pepin 1987, 
even though principals maintained the role of supervision and evaluation, mentor teachers 
maintained contact with principals but did not violate the conditions of confidentiality. 
This allowed mentors to feel that the relationship was not being violated. In conjunction 
with respecting the relationship, principals acknowledge that they could not provide the 
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kind of in depth assistance required of new teachers. The principals expressed gratitude 
for the role the mentors played in helping the new teacher. 
Further, in a study conducted by (Ganser, Freiberg, and Zbikowski 1993), states 
that regardless of their exact configuration, mentoring programs can create a perplexing 
situation for school administrators, particularly school principals. Principals are often key 
figures in the implementation of mentoring program (Huling-Austin and Murphy, 1987). 
Typically they are involved in the identification and selection of veteran teachers to serve 
as mentors, and in the matching of mentors and mentee teachers. As mentors assume a 
significant role in teacher induction, principals may view them as supplementing or even 
replacing them in some supervisor tasks (Moore, 1990). The dilemma for principals is to 
avoid shirking their responsibilities for the instructional supervision of teachers working in 
their building, while taking advantage of mentoring as perhaps a better way to foster 
professional development. This may place principals in a quandary, since the best source 
of information regarding the progress of a mentee teacher may not be available because of 
confidentiality. 
According to Kling and Brookhart (1991) most administrators expressed a sincere 
thanks to the role the mentors played in helping the new teacher and admitted that they did 
not have time to develop, nurture, and facilitate the career growth of mentee teachers. 
As a way to improve the induction problems of new teachers, many school districts 
throughout the country have enlisted experienced, veteran teachers to become mentors 
and role models for new and inexperienced teachers (Gray and Gray, 1985). This group is 
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often times wiser and more experienced. Mentors guide the new teacher and cultivate his 
or her talents. (Merriman, 1987). 
The role of the mentor teacher has been characterized as being vital to the 
successful assimilation of the new teacher into teaching profession. Heck and Blaine 
(1989), found that mentor teachers played an important supportive role during the 
transition from student teacher. They reported in their study that new teachers felt less 
isolated when they were given help by their mentor teachers. Pigge and Marso (1990), 
found in their study of first-year teachers, that the protege rated their mentor as being 
most helpful regarding the following stress related areas: classroom management, student 
discipline, meeting school requirements and regulations, dealing with other professionals, 
dealing with parents, and finally assistance in preparing lessons. 
Regardless if the mentor offers the beginner advice about routine paperwork 
matters or serves as someone with whom the beginner can discuss the subject matter of an 
upcoming lesson, the participants agree that having a specific person to whom the 
beginner can turn to in these and other matters is a very significant benefit of mentoring 
for beginners. 
Affiliating with others in the workplace serves many functions. In the business 
world, professional women share with their proteges insights on how to handle career, 
children, marriage, and household. Middle-aged professionals report increased 
satisfaction and personal stimulation as a result of interacting with younger professionals; 
these results illustrate Erickson's concept of generativity (Reich, 1986). In school settings, 
relationships with adults have been shown to socialize new teachers (Kremer-Kazon and 
37 
Ben-Peretz, 1986); increase teachers' sense of efficacy (Newman, Rutter, and Smith, 
1989); and professional growth (Rosenholtz, Bassler, and Hoover-Dempsey, 1986); and 
enhance awareness of resources, ideas, and skills (Reich, 1986). Because teachers with 
strong affiliation are more effective, support relationships among teachers have also been 
linked to higher student achievement (Chubb, 1988); and improved classroom discipline 
(Cohen and Osterweil, 1986). 
Formal programs of teacher improvement emphasizing teacher affiliation or 
support relationship are a growing phenomenon. These programs almost exclusively use 
mentoring, a formal process in which an older, experienced mentor of the school 
organization assumes a paternal, guiding role toward the less experienced new teacher. 
Although they are often successful, formalized programs are limited in developing support 
relationships among teachers for several reasons. 
In a study conducted by Huffman and Leak (1986) about the novice teacher's 
perceptions of mentor teachers, it was said that mentors were able to provide assistance in 
addressing their needs by providing encouragement, collegiality, and specific helpful 
suggestions for the improvement of teaching. These are the same needs earlier research 
had identified. 
"Support" and "encouragement" were terms repeatedly used in describing the 
benefits of a mentor. Mentors were found to provided "positive reinforcement," 
"guidance and moral support," "patience and understanding," and even a "a shoulder to 
cry on" (Huffman and Leak (1986). 
38 
Mentors were perceived as having provided help with many facets of teaching. 
They gave practical assistance, such as explaining "the procedures, rules, and expectations 
of the school" and providing "information on systemwide policies." They shared ideas and 
instructional materials and "assisted in familiarization with the curriculum." Mentors gave 
suggestions for "instructional presentations," "the organization of time," and "classroom 
management." (Huffman and Leak, 1986). 
Another important aspect of the role of the mentor according to the new teachers 
was that of providing feedback and evaluation. The mentor was viewed as a "friendly 
critic" who gave "constructive criticism." Respondents repeatedly mentioned the 
"beneficial feedback" that they had received (Huffman and Leak, 1986). 
As new teachers shared their perceptions on the benefits of mentoring, one 
summed up her feelings of increased professional competence by saying, "Because of the 
confidence my mentor gave me, I am a better teacher (Blank and Sindelar, 1992). This 
teacher continued to say she can instill in kids a good feeling about themselves and the 
confidence to do anything." Another new teacher commented, "Mentoring gave her a 
chance to fit in and become adjusted to a new system more easily." And another, "I was 
scared to death to get up in front of the class and talk, but my mentor helped me through 
it." (Blank and Sindelar, 1992). 
The success of the mentor component, as perceived by novice teachers, is 
determined by collecting feedback from participants, mentors, administrators, and staff 
(Hofsess, 1990). Participants gave feedback on their mentor experience at least twice 
during the year. They recorded the number of visits made to date and assessed the 
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experience from their perspective. In a structured activity, third year participants are 
asked to reflect on experiences with their mentors over the past 3 years and to record both 
positive and negative responses (Hofsess, 1990). These discussions have led to changes 
which have improved the quality of the program. One change has been the addition of an 
optional observation day for elements of instruction participation to watch a mentor 
actually teach. Participants feedback also resulted in the first mentor visit being 
redesigned. Instead of observing the teacher teach during the first visit, the mentor now 
designs a lesson with the teacher focusing on how to incorporate certain concepts from 
the training (Hofsess, 1990). 
At the end of each year, a mentor evaluation is sent to all participants with 
questions concerning the effectiveness of the mentoring experience, types of services 
provided, the flexibility of the mentor, and the transfer of workshop skills into actual use 
in the classroom (Hofsess, 1990). In addition, administrators are asked annually to assess 
the effectiveness of the mentor program as it relates to the observable professional growth 
of their teachers (Hofsess, 1990). A final way to assess the success of the mentors has 
been through staff development observations of mentors during the training, at cluster 
meetings, and through personal contact. 
Evidence gathered thus far indicates that the mentor and novice both agreed that 
involvement as a mentor benefits the teacher mentor, the teacher participant, and district in 
the following ways: (Hofsess, 1990). 
• Strengthens the mentor's own teaching skills. 
Provides a model in the mentor's own school. 
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• Provides a professional growth experience for the mentor. 
• Uses colleagues working with colleagues which promotes credibility and builds 
trust. 
• Provides a way to recognize and reward teachers. 
• Creates a cadre of teacher working together who become supportive and 
caring about each other. 
Review of Teacher Mentoring Programs 
Powell and Mills (1994) describe five types of mentoring in building knowledge of 
novice teacher. They are: collaborative mentoring, clerical mentoring, professional 
teacher mentoring, interdisciplinary content mentoring, and social informal mentoring. 
Collaborative mentoring occurs when teachers demonstrate dispositions to willingly learn 
from each other. This sharing of information, sometimes based on requested information 
in intentional dialogue, and sometimes based on serendipitous information offered in 
spontaneous informal conversations, provided an ongoing exchange of ideas for teachers 
to build their knowledge base. Sharing information added further to their personal 
wisdom of teaching, and in certain instances helped them survive the rigors of classrooms 
teaching. 
Collaborative mentoring requires teachers to be flexible with their beliefs, to make 
compromises as they work with other teachers to solve student problems and to make 
decisions about developing team units or department units. Clerical mentoring occurs 
when teachers help each other learn bureaucratic procedures such as setting up grade 
books, taking care of attendance records, and completing regular progress reports on 
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students. Shaw (1993) calls these tasks "logistics" and "housekeeping" in her study of 
teacher talk during team meetings or department meetings. Clerical mentoring also 
involved sharing procedural knowledge about planning and implementing lessons. Even 
though some teacher were unsure of procedures the school established to accomplish 
important activities, clerical mentoring provides teachers with a means to clarify 
procedures. 
Another type of mentoring which is identified, professional teacher mentoring, 
occurs as teachers encourage and challenge one another on a professional level. Informal 
conversations and personal goals often become the springboard for professional 
development activities. Here emphasis is placed on the veteran teacher as a professional 
giving assistance to the novice teacher in the developing, nurturing, and growth of his or 
her career. 
Interdisciplinary content mentoring results from teachers' conversations about 
subject areas, unit planning, instructional strategies, and student activities. In Powell and 
Mills' study it was revealed that teachers felt as if they were actually learning content from 
other subjects as well as adapting instructional strategies which others had used. They 
also understood their own subject matter area more fully because of the mirror that team 
or department members provided in discussions. 
Finally, social informal mentoring, which resulted from informally shared 
information, occurred among all teachers throughout each day. Teachers sharing of ideas 
about students, teaching, discipline, or content often occurred as they interacted. 
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The number of mentoring programs has grown dramatically in recent years. This 
popularity results in part from compelling testimonials by people - youth and adults alike 
and in the case of education, teachers, who have benefitted from the positive influence of 
an older person who helped them endure social, academic, career, or personal crises. 
The essence of the California Mentor Teacher Program is embodied in the 
legislative intent that the "primary function of a mentor teacher shall be to provide 
assistance and guidance to new and more experienced teachers." How local districts 
interpret this statement as the undertake implementation of mentor teacher programs will 
determine whether progress is made toward enhancing teaching as a profession and as a 
desirable career (Lowney, 1986). This is how one school district's response to the 
challenge offered by the California legislature. 
California's career ladder concept is its Mentor Teacher Program, part of the 
Educational Reform Act of 1983. The program was funded at $10.8 million for 1983-84, 
$30.8 million for 1984-85, and $44.7 million for 1985-86. The 857 districts participating 
in the program in 1985-86 represent 83% of the 1.030 districts in the state, up from 741 
(72%) in 1984-85 and 622 (64%) in 1983-84 (California State Department of Education 
1986). Funding is on a formula basis that provides $4,000 for mentor teacher stipends and 
$2,000 per mentor for administration and implementation costs. More than 5,000 mentors 
currently are participating in the program statewide (Lowney, 1986). 
Mentor teachers, as defined by law, are appointed for one-, two-, or three-year 
terms. They must be tenured and have had recent classroom experience. A district 
selection committee, a majority of whose members are classroom teachers elected by their 
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peers, nominates candidates for approval by the board of education. The only restrictions 
placed on mentors is that they must spend at least 60% of their time in direct instruction of 
students, and they may not evaluate other teachers. 
All aspects of the mentor program are negotiable by the local teacher union except 
for the district's initial decision to participate in the program and the final approval of 
nominated mentors by the board. Differences in interpretation as to what is and is not 
negotiable led to delays in implementation of the program in some districts (Lowney, 
1986). 
Drafters of the legislation authorizing the Mentor Teacher Program envisioned it 
as a way to accomplish several goals: 1) Provide extra pay for extra work, 2) Give 
recognition for excellence, 3) Provide guidance for new teachers, 4) Serve as a career 
ladder for experienced teachers, and 5) Provide a means for experienced teachers to 
upgrade their skills (Kaye 1985). However, implementation of the program on a statewide 
basis has raised several critical questions: 
• How is the program perceived and received by administrators and teachers? 
• What impact will collective bargaining have on implementing the program at 
the local level? 
• What will mentors do to justify extra pay? 
• How will teachers and other staff accept mentor teacher assistance? 
• How will administrative support funds be utilized? 
• What kind of training will be available for mentor teachers to perform 
effectively? 
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• Will the legislature continue funding the program? 
Although legislation specified criteria by which mentors could be selected and, to 
some degree, what they could and could not do, there is no mention of the training that 
mentors would need to perform their new responsibilities (Lowney, 1986). Once again, 
legislators, despite their good intentions, simply did not understand that mentor teachers 
need to be involved in a comprehensive training program if they are to be successful in 
their new role. 
The obvious need for mentor training soon was recognized by the State 
Department of Education, county offices, and local districts. The California Institute for 
School Improvement, a private educational consulting firm based in Sacramento, has held 
numerous workshops on the role of the mentor including adult learning theory, effective 
instructional strategies, overcoming teacher resistance to peer coaching, and a variety of 
other strategies to help mentors succeed (Lowney, 1986). This state cannot expect 
teachers to be plucked out of the security of their classrooms and begin somehow to work 
"magically" with colleagues in significant ways to improve instruction. It will take time, 
money, and determination for the theoretical concepts about mentor teachers envisioned 
by the legislature to be made operational "in the trenches" of local school district. 
In contrast, a well-planned, formal mentor program established for continuous peer 
support is the ideal system for both untenured and tenured faculty, for teachers new to 
teaching and for those who have taught for years (Witmer, 1993). Such a program is in 
place in the Lower Dauphin Pennsylvania School District, where there are six professional 
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staff members, drawn from a total of 240 teachers in the district, whose full-time position 
is that of mentor (Witmer, 1993). 
The Lower Dauphin mentoring program has its roots in the concepts and practices 
of peer coaching, counseling, and support. Based on the ideals of professional 
cooperation and collegiality, the mentoring program was established to provide 
opportunities for professional growth for both the mentors and the staff members who 
would benefit through the mentoring (Witmer, 1993). 
The mentors, by definition, are "teacher who help teachers" in all aspect of their 
work. Based upon the assumption that people usually relate more positively to peer 
assistance than to supervisory direction, the mentoring program is non-threatening, as the 
mentor neither supervise nor evaluate their peers. Mentor are, first and foremost, teachers 
with considerable skill and knowledge regarding classroom teaching strategies. 
Once selected, further training is needed in ways to enhance these strategies and to 
enrich the interaction of teachers and students in the classroom. The mentors also receive 
training in such areas as leadership skills, staff development, and peer coaching. In other 
words, the mentors, once selected, are groomed for this very specific position. 
Alternative certification programs have been initiated as competition to traditional 
teacher education programs (Houston, Marshall, and McDavid, 1993). Faced with a 
severe shortage of qualified teachers, the Houston Independent School District initiated 
such a program 6 years ago for elementary teachers. The criteria for the alternative 
certification program were rigorous and the program highly selective, as 10 persons 
applied for each of its openings. Prospective teachers completed summer preschool 
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training classes and a continuing in-service program during their first year of teaching. 
Each was designated the teacher of record for a classroom, paid a normal first-year 
teacher's salary, and was mentored by an experience teacher who received a modest 
stipend. 
The issue facing many in and out of the alternative certification program was, "Are 
alternatively certified teachers as effective as those completing traditional certification 
programs that include education course work and student teaching?" (Houston, Marshall, 
and McDavid, 1993). 
A 2-year study of the first-year teachers in Houston included an analysis of the 
perception of first-year teachers who had completed a traditional teacher education 
program and those who were being prepared in an alternative certification program. The 
study sample was composed of 69 regularly certified elementary school teachers and 162 
alternatively certified elementary school teachers (Houston, Marshall, and McDavid, 
1993). 
In the case of the state of Ohio, the Ohio experience is said to be overall an 
effective program. On July 1, 1987, the state of Ohio put into effect new teacher 
education and certification standards, which called for the development of a standard to 
guide the provision of entry year programs (Bowers and Eberhart, 1993). In planning for 
this standard, the issues addressed included: criteria for mentor selection; the role of the 
mentor; and the needs of mentee teachers, input was sought from teachers, administrators, 
school board members, college and university personnel, and community members 
(Bowers and Eberhart, 1993). 
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The standard adopted in Ohio defines as entry year program as one of support. It 
is intended to meet the unique needs of an individual in the first year of employment, 
including mentee teachers, counselors, supervisors, and administrators. Organizationally, 
school districts may comply with the standard individually or in cooperation with other 
districts. Provisions are to be made for the participation of currently employed 
experienced personnel in the planning of components of the entry year program. 
Assistance with the planning, implementation, and evaluation of the program can be 
sought as well from agencies, consultants, professional associations, and teacher 
preparation institutions (Bowers and Eberhart, 1993). 
The following study was conducted in a large city in the Southeastern United 
States. Further, the study reported the perceptions of the new teachers regarding their 
reaction to the mentor role in the program provided to them during their initial year in the 
school system (Huffman and Leak, 1986). 
In the initial year of the Mentee Teacher Program, new teachers across all grade 
levels were assigned a support team consisting of the principal, the assistant principal for 
instruction, and a mentor selected by the principal (Huffman and Leak, 1986). In addition, 
personnel from a local university assisted with the Mentee Teacher Program throughout 
the year. A member of the university faculty served on a support team. 
At the beginning of the year, a half-day orientation was required for mentors. The 
orientation focused on formal and informal conferencing skills, the performance appraisal 
instrument to be used to observe and evaluate the mentee teacher, and a brief description 
of recent research on characteristics and needs of mentee teachers (Huffman and Leak, 
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1986). Mentors were also given a half-day of release time monthly to work with mentee 
teachers. As the year progressed, the need for additional training for the mentors became 
evident. In response to the mentors' request, a half-day, small group workshop was 
repeated during the winter. The mentors were given an opportunity to express concerns, 
share ideas, and experiences. Mentors shared their experiences in conferencing with 
mentee teachers, serving on support teams, and working out problems with the 
observation instrument. Through the ongoing university collaboration, a two-day 
in-service program on the role of the mentor teacher was also provided in the spring. 
During the year, the mentor and other support team members were asked to 
observe and evaluate mentee teachers at least once a month using a performance appraisal 
system which focused on six components of teaching: (a) management of student 
behavior, (b) management of instructional time, (c) instructional monitoring, (d) 
instructional presentation, (e) instructional feedback, and (f) content (Huffman and Leak, 
1986). Formal and informal conferencing with the mentee teachers followed these 
observations. The formal conferencing included team members meeting individually and 
collectively with the mentee teachers. Informal conferencing tended to be more casual 
conversation between the mentor and new teachers (Huffman and Leak, 1986). 
Summary 
New teachers faced many problems during their first year in the profession. They 
felt unprepared to deal with the realities of the classroom such as isolation from support 
systems and classroom management problems. Induction support of new teachers often 
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had a critical bearing on the new teachers' decisions to stay or leave the profession. One 
of the most useful and successful ways of delivering this support was the use of 
experienced veteran teachers as mentors. 
The success of the mentor program is linked to several decisions made in the initial 
stages of the program. These decisions include assigning every teacher attending a staff 
development program a mentor. The program should provide in-depth and continuous 
training of mentors, recognize the importance of celebrating the mentors, and openly 
solicit and respond to feedback from mentors, participants, and administrators. 
The role of principal, mentor/protege relationship, and training and qualification of 
mentor teacher, are intricate parts of the success of a mentoring program in an urban 
school system. The principals expressed gratitude for the role the mentors played in 
helping the new teacher. However, the principal must take a more active part in the 
novice teacher's professional growth and development. Nearly all researchers agree that 
the key to successful mentoring is the mentor/protege relationship. The mentor/protege 
relationship is equally as important; this is where trust, openness, similar values, similar 
commitment, and caring is developed. Training and preparing the mentors for their new 
roles is vitally important in each program. Although, each school district has its own 
unique training program for mentor teachers, it is worth noting that programs must 
emphasize skills and knowledge needed by mentors such as observation and conferencing 




This study sought to investigate the effectiveness of mentors in the T.E.A.M. 
program, designed to strengthen the support mentee teachers receive from experienced 
mentor teachers during the first year of teaching. Further, the study sought to look at the 
effectiveness of mentors in the T.E.A.M. Program as perceived by building principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentee teachers. In this chapter the theoretical framework and the 
anticipated relationship between the variables have been discussed. In addition, definitions 
of key terms and variables have been presented. Finally, this chapter discussed conditions 
which may limit the scope of the results of this study. 
Theoretical Framework 
The basic objectives/goals of mentoring were to help mentee teachers develop 
security and confidence, to improve mentee teachers' skills and knowledge, to encourage 
new teachers to remain in the profession and to make teaching a less isolated/isolating 
experience (Gray and Gray, 1985). 
Another objective of using mentors in mentoring programs was that these 
programs can help new teachers develop mastery of teaching competencies and screen less 
able candidates from the profession (Gray and Gray, 1985). To further enhance the 
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objective of mentoring as growth producing, Zey (1984), saw the mentoring relationship 
as a mechanism for career and personal development through; "teaching, counseling, 
providing psychological support, protecting, and at times promoting and sponsoring." 
Time and accessibility was seen as problem areas in mentoring. The mentor and 
the mentee needed sufficient time together to adequately develop the relationship, and 
explore issues of concern (Kling and Brookhart, 1991). If the mentor was not available at 
critical junctures, some mentors felt they were not adequately supporting the mentee 
teacher (Stahlhut, 1988). It was also perceived as being important to have common lunch 
times, and preparation periods in order for the participants to use these occasions to 
discuss pertinent issues (Kling and Brookhart, 1991). 
Having a mentor who had experience teaching in the same subject area was 
another perceived requirement according to some mentee teachers (Kling and Brookhart, 
1991). Ganser (1991), found that most teachers felt that it was vital to good 
communication for the mentor and the mentee to have the same subject area background. 
Yet, the effectiveness of mentors in a teacher mentoring program has been characterized 
as being vital to the successful assimilation of the new teacher into the teaching profession. 
Heck and Blaine (1989), found that mentor teachers played an important supportive role 
during the transition from student teacher. Further, the role of the mentor teacher has 
expanded from merely offering assistance for mentee teacher to include aspects of career- 
long professional development, teacher empowerment, school reform and peer 
supervision. 
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In addition, the effectiveness of mentors in a teacher mentoring program appeared 
to be a unique blend of intuitive sensitivity and technical expertise. Within the constraints 
of this program the mentor teacher was perceived as instructional advisor, classroom 
manager and disciplinarians, an effective time manager, and a planner of activities (Klug 
and Salzmon, 1991). Each teacher learned to teach at different rates and was expected to 
perform classroom duties and responsibilities at the same level of competency as the 
seasoned veteran, and they were expected to do this from their first day on the job. 
However, with more experience, mentee teachers may better be able to understand their 
role as classroom teacher, thereby promoting competence as instructional expert in the 
teaching profession. The aforementioned factors may influence one's perception of the 
effectiveness of a teacher mentoring program in providing support to mentee teacher. 
Another factor which affected the perception of the effectiveness of mentors in 
teacher mentoring programs was the lack of mentee teachers knowledge in evaluating 
student work, motivating students, and adjusting to the classroom environment. Further, 
the role and activities that mentors undertook during the mentee teacher's first year solved 
many problems during this time span for the novice teacher. The mentor's role could also 
be categorized as a directing and supporting role much like Hersey and Blanchard's 
situational leadership theory. 
Central office personnel, building principal, mentor teachers and mentee teachers 
made a commitment to assist and support mentee teachers during the early years of 
teaching. Yet, in many cases with this commitment the mentor teacher served as 
instructional advisor instead of principal as instructional advisor. As instructional advisor 
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mentor teachers kept abreast of current research and trends in the field of education. In 
analyzing the work of mentee teachers, mentors needed a conceptual understanding of the 
elements of good instruction and a structured approach by which to analyze and reflect 
upon instruction. 
In addition, just as beginners revealed a bewildering array of needs, concerns, and 
problems during their first year of teaching, mentors demonstrated a diverse and extensive 
array of ways to meet those needs. In general, mentors reported allowing beginners to 
make their own decisions and being careful to avoid prescribing solutions. These actions, 
involving listening, discussing, modeling, and brainstorming, differ from other more direct 
actions taken to satisfy beginners' needs for information or materials or processes that they 
could immediately use. 
This study sought to use a survey to review and interpret the interaction of various 
factors which may impact the building principals', mentor teachers', and mentee teachers' 
perception of the effectiveness of mentors in a teacher mentoring program which provides 
support for intern/novice teachers. By identifying and describing the interaction of the 
variables, a better understanding of the function of the mentor teacher may be gained. 
These variables were not causal variables, but rather could impact to some degree how 
one's perception of the effectiveness of mentors in the T.E.A.M. Program as perceived by 
building principals, mentor teachers, and novice teachers may differ. 
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Relationship Among Variables 
In this study, the independent variables were the respondents' position as building 
principal, mentor teacher and mentee teacher, gender, years of teaching experience, school 
type, highest college degree, ethnic background, number of assigned general level classes, 
and number of assigned advanced level classes. The dependent variable was the 
effectiveness of mentors in the T.E.A.M. Program of first year teachers. 
The Diagram 3-1, provided on page 55, illustrated the interaction of the 
independent and dependent variables and how these variables impacted upon each other in 
the study. 
It was anticipated that school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers 
perceived seasoned veteran teachers as support personnel for mentee teachers' first year of 
employment. On the other hand, school principals' perceptions of mentoring programs 
was that the primary personnel objective of any organization was to attract the most 
qualified people and move them toward competence and personal satisfaction within their 
professional assignments (Grimm, 1992). Further, the mentor teacher's gender, years of 
teaching experience, school type, highest college degree, ethnic background, number of 
assigned general level classes, and number of assigned advanced level classes were used as 
demographic information against which to analyze effective teaching performance of 
novice teacher (Klausmeier, 1994). 
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Definitions of Variables 
For the purposes of this study the following definitions applied: 
1. Instructional Advisement (Dependent) - Advice given to an employee on 
the way in which instructions are delivered in the classroom. 
2. Classroom Management and Discipline (Dependent) - The positive 
behavior/control of the classroom environment that promotes learning 
during the educational process. 
3. Instructional Materials (Dependent) - Those items used to enhance the 
objective(s) taught during the day. Materials can be in the form of a 
worksheet, puzzle, project, report, or overhead. 
4. Faculty Retention (Dependent) - The state of being held or kept in a 
position with in the organization/school system. 
5. Organizational Skills (Dependent) - Is a systematic way of arranging or 
grouping professional task to maximize completion. 
6. Planning Activities (Dependent) - A detailed scheme, program, or method 
worked out beforehand for the accomplishment of an task. 
7. Time Management (Dependent) - To manage ones time in the completion 
of task. 
8. Classroom Routines and Paperwork (Dependent) - A practice, habit, or 
method done on a daily basis which include the handling of forms, 
documents, and/or reports at work. 
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9. Principal (Independent) - A person at the district supervisory level who has 
direct responsibility regarding the operation of a school building. 
10. Mentor (Independent) - An experienced teacher who is considered to be a 
"master teacher" in his/her subject area. The mentor is considered to be an 
excellent role model and example of teaching at it's best (Kling and 
Brookhart, 1991). 
11. Mentee (Independent) - The mentee is the person who has been contracted 
to perform instructional and classroom management duties but who has no 
formal teaching experience other than the required student teaching or 
internship which is necessary for state certification. Also referred to as the 
new teacher, beginner, novice, protege and neophyte (Kling and Brookhart, 
1991). 
12. Gender (Moderator) - The sex (male or female) of an individual. 
13. Years of Experience (Moderator) - Performance of work related duties 
which directly correspond to an educational position within public schools. 
14. School Type (Moderator) - Elementary School an educational institution 
for students in grades K-5. Junior High School an educational for students 
in grades 6-8. High School an educational institution for students in grades 
10-12. 
15. Degree (Moderator) - The rank or title given by a college or university to a 
student whose work fulfill certain requirements. 
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16. Race (Moderator) - of or having to do with the various racial or cultural 
groups of people and their characteristics and languages. 
17. Number of General Level Classes (Moderator) - The number of common 
level or regular classes taught many children. A class that is not detailed or 
advanced. 
18. Number of Advance Level Classes (Moderator) - The number of 
accelerated classes taught to students who are more skilled and knowledge 
than regular classes. A class that is taught at a faster pace and students are 
able to work independently on their own. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Effectiveness of Mentoring Program - The degree to which organizational, 
group or individual aims or intended effects are accomplished through 
implementing a mentoring program established by a school system to 
enable outstanding experienced teachers to serve as coaches, guides, and or 
role models, especially for mentee teachers. (Casteteer, 1992). 
2. Mentoring is defined as a nurturing process in which a more skilled or 
more experienced person, serving as a role model, teacher sponsor, 
encourager, or counselor befriends a less skilled or less experienced person 
for the purpose of promoting the latter's professional and/or personal 
development (Anderson and Shannon, 1987). 
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3. Induction - "Planned experiences, activities, and studies to increase the 
mentee teachers knowledge and improve his/her teaching skills". (Kling and 
Brookhart, 1991). 
4. Career Path - Movement upward, downward, or across levels in the 
organizational structure (Castetter, 1992). 
5. Veteran Teacher - An experienced teacher who possess the desirable 
qualities as well as being highly competent in his/her profession. 
6. Training - On the job training for mentee teachers established by a school 
system to enable outstanding performance through guidance from master 
teacher (Castetter, 1992). 
7. Perception - The insight, intuition, understandings, or observations made or 
felt by staff members or academic principals concerning staff development 
programs or activities. 
8. Principal Perception - The insight, intuition, understandings, or 
observations made or felt by the principal concerning staff development 
program of activities. 
9. Mentor Perception - The insight, intuition, understandings, or 
observations made or felt by the mentor concerning staff development 
program of activities. 
10. Mentee Perception - The insight, intuition, understandings, or observations 




H, : There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of instructional advisement. 
H2: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of classroom management and discipline. 
H3: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor 
teacher in terms of selection of instructional materials. 
H4: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of retention of mentees. 
H5: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of organizational skills. 
H6: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of planning of activities. 
H7: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 





There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of classroom routines and paperwork. 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of instructional advisement based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of classroom management and discipline based on the 
demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of selection of instructional materials based on the demographic 
variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of retention of mentees based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of organizational skills based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 






There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of planning of activities based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of time management based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 




b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
HI7: There is no significant difference between the perceptions of current first 
year teachers in the mentoring program and previous teachers in the 
mentoring program on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher? 
Limitations of the Study 
Several limitations applied to this study. 
1. The results of this study was limited to participating building principals, 
mentor teachers, and novice teachers in the Dekalb County School System. 
2. Respondents may not have been completely honest when answering the 
questionnaire. 
3. This study sought only to obtain quantitative data and did not attempt to 
collect any qualitative data from respondents. 
4. Participation of all respondents was on a voluntary basis which may affect 
results. 
5. This study was limited to a small size population number of respondents 
which may present additional limitations of the study; consequently, no 
attempt will be made to generalize the findings. 
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Summary 
This study sought to examine the difference between building principals', mentor 
teachers' and novice teachers' perceptions of the effectiveness of the mentor teacher as 
instructional advisor. Further, attention was given to factors such as mentor teacher as 
classroom manager, effective time management skills, selection of instructional materials, 
adequate training and preparation of mentor teacher, planning activities, organization 
skills, retention, and promoting career growth for novice teacher. This chapter has 
included the theoretical framework upon which this study was based on. Further, it has 
described the relationship among the variables, defined key terms and stated the research 
hypotheses and limitations of the study. 
CHAPTER FOUR 
RESEARCH METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there are any differences among the 
way in which principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers perceive the effectiveness 
of mentors in the T.E.A.M. Program. Some reasons for differences between the above 
mentioned groups are: 1. The actual amount of assistance/support given by mentor 
teacher; 2. How did the mentee teacher perceive principal as being supportive and; 3. 
Did the mentee teacher perceive his/her first year as a successful year in terms of retention. 
This chapter presented the methodology and procedures to be used in this study. The 
following areas were explained: design of the study; description of the study; description 
of the setting; sampling procedures; working with human subjects; descriptions of the 
instrument; data collection procedures; and statistical application. 
Research Design 
This study was quantitative in nature, using a survey questionnaire as the primary 
data collection method. The questionnaire was developed and mailed to principals, 
mentor teachers and mentee teachers to solicit their perceptions of the effectiveness of 
mentors in DeKalb County T.E.A.M. Program. The surveys were administered to 
principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers participating in the mentoring programs 
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so that a comparison of their perceptions of the effectiveness of a staff mentoring program 
within a given school is perceived. 
The survey method using the questionnaire as the main data collection instrument 
was used primarily because the total population for this study is a small size population. 
Further, it was anticipated that the anonymity of the questionnaire would encourage 
honest responses by all respondents. 
Both primary and secondary data was used in this study. The primary or original 
data was obtained from principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers responses to 
questionnaire about the effectiveness of mentors in a staff mentoring program as perceived 
by the aforementioned groups. The secondary data came from a review of related 
literature and research on mentoring programs, origin and historical background of 
mentoring, mentoring in private sector, and mentoring as perceived by various 
stakeholders. In addition, research of published and unpublished materials was used or 
incorporated into this study, both to provide as background theoretical material and to 
help with the synthesis and explanation of obtained data. 
Description of the Setting 
This study was conducted in the DeKalb County School System in the State of 
Georgia. The DeKalb School System boasts a reputation, both regional and national, for 
the finest in educational services. 
In this system, you will find a coordinated network totaling 104 schools, of which 
there are 77 elementary schools; 19 high schools; seven junior high schools; three 
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Occupational Education Centers; Fernbank Science Center; DeKalb Technical Institute; 
and one alternative school. According to Facts about DeKalb Schools, the student 
enrollment for the 1993-94 school year was over 82,000, with the average student/teacher 
ratio of approximately 24 to 1 (Facts about DeKalb School, 1993-94). Approximately 
54% of the students in this system are White, 42% are African-American, with other 
groups comprising about 4% of the student population. DeKalb also sponsors a rapidly 
expanding magnet program focusing on computer education, foreign language, performing 
arts, high achievers, and writing, as well as one for math, science, and technology. 
You will find the DeKalb County School System is the largest in the state of 
Georgia. The current student enrollment, for kindergarten through the twelfth year, 
including Special Education, is more than 82,000. DeKalb is a wealthy county and the 
school system also has a reputation for being productive, affluent, and well-educated. 
Table 1. lists the breakdown of schools by categories participating in the mentoring 
program. 
Table 1 
List of Schools 




Forrest Hills School 
Glen Haven School 
Kittredge Magnet School 
L. J. Steele School 






Sexton Wood School 
Shadow Rock School 
Stoneview School 
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Table 1 — Continued 
Junior High Schools 
Chapel Hill Jr. 
McNair Jr. 











Stone Mountain School 
Southwest DeKalb School DeKalb Alternative School 
The population for this study was conducted using principals, mentor teachers, and 
mentee teachers at the participating schools. Each principal, mentor teacher, and mentee 
teacher at the participating schools will receive a questionnaire to complete and return. 
The author will secure written permission to conduct this study at all the selected locations 
prior to the distribution of the questionnaire. 
The schools participating in Dekalb County T.E.A.M. Program were separated 
into categories of elementary, junior high, and high schools and each participant will be 
surveyed. 
Sampling Procedures 
A 1995-1996 list of mentors and mentees participating in the T.E.A.M. Program 
was used to identify the sample schools in the Dekalb County School System for the 
study. The list comprised of the following information: all the elementary, junior high, 
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and high schools participating in the T.E.A.M. Program, mentees' teaching field, mentor 
teacher assigned and his/her teaching field, school site, and building principal. 
The population for this study encompassed all participants listed on the 
aforementioned list as well as a percentage of past mentees currently employed in DeKalb 
County School. It was important for the researcher's purposes that the terms defining a 
population be clear and specific so that there was no confusion regarding its composition 
(Elzey, 1987). Further, Elzey defined population as the measurements on a given variable 
for all members of a defined groups. 
A total of thirty schools were surveyed in the study of which there are fifteen 
elementary schools, five junior high schools, and ten high schools and other schools to 
include a percentage of past mentees participated in the mentoring program. The 
population used in the study provided the researcher with the necessary population base 
for an urban school setting. Such a population base made the data obtained from this 
study more complete because all participants were surveyed. 
Working with Human Subjects 
This study was conducted with the permission of the director of research and 
evaluation, staff mentoring program coordinator, and the school system personnel 
department. Subjects to be used in this study were informed that the collected data would 
be used in a dissertation, with individuals remaining anonymous and only group data being 
reported. All data was kept confidential, and participation was on a voluntary basis. 
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Description of the Instalment 
A survey is a method of collecting information from people about their ideas, 
feelings, plans, beliefs, and social, educational, and financial background (Fink and 
Kosecoff, 1985). In order to conduct a major type of survey in a rigorous and unbiased 
fashion, it was important to adhere to specific procedures and apply them in a systematic 
manner (Rea and Parker, 1992). In constructing this instrument, some recommendations 
suggested by Rea and Parker (1992) were used as a framework. The research stages were 
as follows: 
Stage 1: Identification of the focus of the study and method of research. 
Stage 2: The research schedule and budget. 
Stage 3: Establishment of an information base. 
Stage 4: The sampling frame. 
Stage 5: Determination of sample size and sample selection procedures. 
Stage 6: Design of the survey instrument. 
Stage 7: Pretest of the survey instrument. 
Stage 8: Implementation of the survey. 
Stage 9: Codification of the completed questionnaires and computerized 
data entry. 
Stage 10: Data analysis and the final report. 
The purpose of the questionnaire was to look at the perceptions of school 
principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers on the effectiveness of mentors in the 
TEAM. Program. 
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The author developed three questionnaires to gather data for this study. One of 
the questionnaires (Appendix D), was administered to the building principals, the second 
questionnaire (Appendix E) was sent to mentor teachers and the third questionnaire 
(Appendix F), was sent to mentee teachers of participating schools. Each questionnaire 
was completed voluntarily and then returned to the researcher in a pre-addressed envelop 
provided for that purpose. 
According to Bainer and Didham (1994), Converse and Presser (1986), Buttery 
( 1990), and other researchers, simple, straight forward, and easy to understand questions 
were best for obtaining factual information as opposed to soliciting one’s opinion of 
occurrences. Due to the great variety in survey methodologies, the researcher, 
contemplating a survey, designed it carefully (Majchrzak, 1984). Further, Majchrzak 
postulated that such issues as access to the sample population, question wording, 
feasibility of administration, time, and cost must be considered carefully prior to 
undertaking such an effort. According to Weisberg and Bowen (1977), a good question 
possesses two important qualities: "reliability "and "validity." Fowler, 1988, concluded 
that the researcher must take into consideration the length of time it takes respondents to 
complete questionnaire when developing an instrument. For this study, a simple multiple 
choice format was used to ensure that factual information was obtained from participating 
respondents. 
Section A of the survey was designed to collect respondents’ demographic data 
such as gender, years of teaching experience, highest college degree, ethnic background, 
school type, assigned level of general classes and assigned level of advanced classes. For 
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most questions in Section A of the questionnaires, respondents were asked to respond 
appropriately to the questions. For example, they circled either "male" or "female" on the 
question concerning their gender. 
In section B of the questionnaire a five level Likert-type response mode was used 
for items designed to measure the respondent's perception of the effectiveness of mentors 
in the T.E. A.M. Program as perceived by building principals, mentor teachers, and 
mentees. The respondents were asked to circle the number corresponding to their 
response. The scale is 5-Very Often, 4-Often, 3-Sometimes, 2-Seldom, and 1-Never. In 
section B of the questionnaire, items 8-18 measured instructional advisement; items 19-23 
measured classroom management and discipline; items 24-28 measured selection of 
instructional materials; items 29-33 measured retention of mentees; items 34-38 measured 
organizational skills; items 39-43 measured planning of activities; items 44-47 measures 
time management; and items 48-52 measures classroom routines and paperwork. 
In order to test the content validity of the items to be included in the questionnaire, 
this instrument was field tested with teachers and school principals at several schools in 
the DeKalb County School System prior to it being disseminated to the participating 
schools. 
The researcher requested that the respondents use the following criteria to evaluate 
each item on the questionnaire: (a) Is the item relevant? (b) Is the item clear and 
unambiguous? (c) Are the response choices clear and unambiguous? (d) Are the 
response choice exhaustive? (e) Are the rating scales appropriate (f) Does each item 
appear in a logical sequence? (g) Does the item need to be discarded? (h) Do other items 
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need to be included? (Appendix G). Using the aforementioned criteria for validating the 
instrument did assist the researcher to ensure that the questionnaire had relevant format, 
sequencing, and proper wording of items. 
Data Collection Procedures 
The questionnaires used in this study were primarily researcher developed 
instruments. The items contained in the questionnaire solicited information related to 
research questions, dependent and independent variables. 
The surveys were sent to participating schools in a packet consisting of 
explanatory cover letters (Appendix A), questionnaires, and self-addressed stamped 
envelopes. All respondents were informed that their survey results will be used in group 
data reporting on the effectiveness of mentors in the T.E. A.M. Program for mentee 
teachers. Further, all respondents were assured that this study will report group data only 
and not that of individual rating results. 
The questionnaires were precoded prior to them being disseminated at the 
participating schools. For example, each group type (principal, mentor, and mentee) 
questionnaire will be on colored paper. Principal's questionnaire was printed on blue 
paper, mentor teacher's questionnaire was printed on pink paper, and mentee's 
questionnaire was printed on yellow paper. After which each school type (elementary, 
junior high, and high school) was assigned a number starting with number 1 through 15 
for elementary schools; 16 through 21 for junior high schools; and 22 through 30 for high 
schools. Precoding the questionnaires, assisted the researcher with the returning of all 
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surveys disseminated; thereby enabling a call to the contact person at that particular school 
if surveys were not returned by due date. 
The following procedures were used to collect research data: 
1. Develop evaluation instruments (questionnaire) necessary to conduct the 
study. 
2. Obtain permission from school system's research director to conduct the 
study in its system. 
3. Identify the participating schools in the study: elementary; junior high; and 
high schools. 
4. Obtain permission from the building principals to survey mentor teachers 
and mentee. 
5. Distribute the questionnaires to building principals, mentor teachers, and 
mentees within the school system. 
6. Attach a time line for respondents to return questionnaires to researcher 
and provide follow-up letters if needed. 
7. Secure completed questionnaire from building principals, mentor teachers, 
and mentee which will be mailed to researcher. 
Due to the relatively small population in the study, every attempt was made by the 
researcher to secure completed questionnaires from each respondent. Mentees in their 
first year of teaching will be given survey the second semester. 
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Statistical Applications 
The data obtained from questionnaires was coded and entered into a computer. 
Version X of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS-X) was used to 
analyze the data. A level of .05 significance was also used to determine whether to accept 
or reject the hypotheses. The ANOVA was the statistical tool used in this study because it 
sought to look at the differences between several means. ANOVA is a very powerful 
research tool in that it also analyzes the variance of scores and subjects, and not just the 
means. This study also used descriptive statistics, such as means, percentages, and 
frequency count to group respondents in each category. 
Summary 
Chapter four presented a thorough description of research methodology and 
procedures utilized in pursuing this study. This chapter described the (1) Research 
Design; (2) Description of the Setting; (3) Sampling Procedures; (4) Working with Human 
Subjects; (5) Instrumentation; (6) Data Collection Procedures; and (7) Statistical 
Applications. Further, an analysis of the data obtained from questionnaires will be 
presented and discussed in the subsequent chapter. 
CHAPTER FIVE 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
The purpose of this study was two fold: (1) To determine the effectiveness of 
mentors in a teacher mentoring program which provides support for intern/novice teachers 
during the first year of employment as perceived by school principals, mentor teachers, 
and mentees. (2) To examine and present information about the continuum of support 
and effort needed to ensure the overall success of first year teachers. 
The study further sought to examine principals, mentor teachers, and mentee 
teachers perceptions of the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in the Teacher Education 
and Mentoring Program in terms of selected dependent and moderator variables. Diagram 
3-1 in chapter three displayed the perceived relationship among the variables. This 
chapter presents and analyses the data obtained from questionnaires administered to three 
groups of educators, namely: school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers. 
The instrument used to generate data for this research was a 50-item questionnaire for 
principals, a 52-item questionnaire for mentor teachers, and a 53-item questionnaire for 
mentee teachers, developed by the researcher and validated by a panel of experts. The 
survey instrument contained a demographic section and the other section included 




The data obtained from the survey used in this study are presented in three 
sections. Section one presents demographics on participants surveyed in the Teacher 
Education and Mentoring Program. Section two details the data obtained from 
questionnaires explaining hypotheses 1 through 8, and section three presents the data 
obtained from questionnaires explaining hypotheses 9-17. 
A total of 123 subjects comprised of school principals, mentor teachers and mentee 
teachers were identified to participate in this research. As this research targeted a specific 
population which was relatively small, all members were included in the sample. A total of 
101 or 82.0 percent of the subjects responded to the survey. As noted in the review of 
literature presented in chapter two and revealed by the data presented in chapter five, the 
sample population used was reflective of mentor teachers and programs in California and 
Ohio. These mentor teachers have added a new dimension to improving the quality of 
teaching in our schools and supporting new teachers at the beginning of their careers 
(Johnson, 1989). Despite the fact that some similarities of national demographics of 
mentor teachers are compared to demographics of mentor teachers in this study, 
generalizations will not be made about the demographics. This study sought to answer the 
following seventeen hypotheses which also reflect the research questions posed. 
H, : There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of instructional advisement. 
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H2: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of classroom management and discipline. 
H3: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor 
teacher in terms of selection of instructional materials. 
H4: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of retention of mentees. 
H5: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of organizational skills. 
H6: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of planning of activities. 
H7: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of time management. 
H8: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of classroom routines and paperwork. 
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H9: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of instructional advisement based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
H10: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of classroom management and discipline based on the 
demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
Hn: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 




b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
H12: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of retention of mentees based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
Hu: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of organizational skills based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
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H14: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of planning of activities basedd on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
H15: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of time management based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
H16: There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school 
principals, mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher 
in terms of classroom routines and paperwork based on the demographic 
variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
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c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
Hn: There is no significant difference between the perceptions of current first 
year teachers in the mentoring program and previous teachers in the 
mentoring program on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher? 
This section explains the data generated from the principal questionnaire, mentor 
teacher questionnaire, and mentee teacher questionnaire. This section provides the 
demographics of the three above mentioned groups of educators. Table 2 outlines the 
gender of participants in the Teacher Education and Mentoring Program surveyed. 
A total of 101 subjects responded to this item on the survey. Of this number 25 
were principals, of which 15 or 60.0 percent were male and 10 or 40.0 percent were 
female; 35 were mentor teachers of which 7 or 20.0 percent were male; and 28 or 80.0 
percent were females and 41 were mentee teachers of which 13 or 31.7 percent were male 
TABLE 2 
DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION OF SAMPLE 
BY GENDER OF PARTICIPANTS, 1995-96 
Principals Mentors Mentees Total 
Gender No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Male 15 60.0 7 20.0 13 31.7 35 34.7 
Female 10 40.0 28 80.0 28 68.3 66 65.3 
T otal —2S 1000  15  1QQ.Q 41 1QQ.Q 101 100 0 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
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and 28 or 68.3 percent were female teacher. A total of 35 or 34.7 percent of respondents 
in the study were male and 66 or 65.3 percent were female. Table 3 displays 
demographics data relative to participants race in this survey. 
Analysis of the data revealed that a total of 25 principals responded of which 10 or 
40.0 percent were African American; 14 or 56.0 percent were white; and 1 or 4.0 percent 
were classified as other. Of the 35 mentor teachers surveyed, 16 or 45.7 percent were 
African American; 17 or 48.6 percent were white; while 2 or 5.7 percent were other. 
There were a total of 41 mentee teachers to surveyed in which 24 or 58.5 percent were 
African American; 10 or 24.4 percent were white; and 10 or 24.4 percent were white; and 
7 or 17.1 percent were grouped under other. 
TABLE 3 
DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION OF SAMPLE 
BY RACE OF PARTICIPANT, 1995-96 
Principals Mentors Mentees Total 
Race No % No % No % No % 
African 
American 10 40.0 16 45.7 24 58.5 50 49.5 
White 14 56.0 17 48.6 10 24.4 41 40.6 
Other 1 4.0 2 5.7 7 17.1 10 9.9 
Total 25 100.0 35 100.0 41 100.0 101 100.0 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
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Further analysis of the data illustrated that 50 or 49.5 of the sample population 
were African American; 41 or 40.6 percent surveyed were white; and 10 or 9.9 percent of 
the sample were classified as other. The largest group represented in the study are 
African-Americans and the smallest group represented is other. 
Table 4 illustrates years of teaching experience of school principal and mentor 
teachers, mentee teachers at this point does not have teaching experience. School 
principals and mentor teachers who had teaching experience of 6 years but also served 
time in other counties reflected their total years in the field through the following 
categories. A total of 0 or 0.0 percent of 
TABLE 4 
DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION OF SAMPLE BY YEARS 
OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE OF PARTICIPANTS, 1995-96 
Principals Mentors Mentees Total 
Years of 
Experience No. % No. % No. % No. % 
3-6 0 0.0 3 8.6 0 0.0 3 5.0 
6 - 9 0 0.0 4 11.4 0 0.0 4 6.7 
9- 12 1 4.0 8 22.9 0 0.0 9 15.0 
12 or more 4 16.0 20 57.1 0 0.0 24 40.0 
21 or more 20 80.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 100.0 
Total 25 100.0 35 100.0 0 0.0 60 100.0 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
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principals surveyed were grouped in the category of 3-6 years of teaching experience; 0 or 
0.0 percent of the principal surveyed were grouped in the category of 6-9 years of 
teaching experience; 1 or 4.0 percent were grouped in the category of 12 or more years of 
teaching experience; while 20 or 80.0 percent were grouped in the category of 21 or more 
years of teaching experience. 
A total of 3 or 8.6 percent of mentor teachers had 3-6 years of teaching 
experience; 4 or 11.4 percent had 6-9 years of teaching experience; 8 or 22.9 percent had 
9-12 years of teaching experience; 20 or 57.1 percent had 12 or more years of teaching 
experience. There were no mentor teachers who had 21 or more years of teaching 
experience. 
Only 60 subjects responded to this item on the survey. This is so because of the 
fact mentee teachers have no teaching experience. Of the 60 respondents, 3 or 5.0 percent 
had 3-6 years of teaching experience; 4 or 6.7 percent had 6-9 years of teaching 
experience; 9 or 15.0 percent had 9-12 years of teaching experience; 24 or 40 percent had 
12 or more years; while 20 or 33.3 percent had 21 or more years of teaching experience. 
Table 5 which follows represents demographic information on the highest college 
degree earned. There were a total of 25 principals surveyed, 2 or 8.0 percent of whom 
had earned a masters degree as their highest degree; 21 or 84 percent had earned a 
specialist degree as their highest degree; while 2 or 8.0 percent of the principals had 
earned a doctorate degree as their highest degree. Of the 101 subjects who responded to 
the survey, 35 were mentor teachers. The demographic data for mentor teachers highest 
degree is as follows; 5 or 14.3 percent had a bachelors degree as their highest degree; 22 
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or 62.9 percent had a masters degree as their highest degree. None of teacher mentor 
teachers had a doctorate degree. 
Of the 101 subjects who responded to the survey, 41 were mentee teachers. The 
demographics data revealed that 30 or 73.2 percent had earned a bachelors degree as their 
highest degree; 10 or 25.4 percent of mentee teachers had earned a master degree as their 
highest degree; 1 or 2.4 percent of mentee teachers had earned a specialist degree as their 
highest degree earned, and 0 or 0.0 percent of mentee teachers had earned a doctorate 
degree. 
TABLE 5 
DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION OF SAMPLE BY HIGHEST 
COLLEGE DEGREE EARNED OF PARTICIPANTS, 1995-96 
Principals Mentors Mentees Total 
Highest 
College 
Degree Earned No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Bachelors 0 0.0 5 14.3 30 73.2 35 34.7 
Masters 2 8.0 22 62.9 10 24.4 34 33.7 
Specialist 21 84.0 8 22.9 1 2.4 30 29.7 
Doctoral 2 8.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.9 
Total 25 100.0 35 100.0 41 100.0 101 100.0 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
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Further interpretation of analysis revealed that 35 or 34.7 percent of the sample 
had a bachelors degree as their highest degree earned; 34 or 33.7 percent had a masters 
degree as their highest degree earned; 30 or 29.7 percent had a specialist degree as their 
highest degree earned; and 2 or 1.9 percent had a doctorate degree as their highest degree 
earned. Specialist degree was the predominant degree for school principals, masters 
degree was predominant degree for mentor teachers, and bachelors was highest degree 
obtained for mentee teachers. 
Table 6 displays demographic data relative to school type of the sample 
population. Of the 25 school principals surveyed, 12 or 48.0 percent worked in 
elementary schools; 4 or 16 percent worked in junior high schools; while 9 or 36 percent 
worked in high schools. There were 35 mentor teachers in the study, 16 or 45.7 percent 
worked in elementary schools; 9 or 25.7 percent worked in junior high schools; and 10 or 
28.9 percent of the mentor teachers worked in high schools. Of the 41 mentee teachers 
who responded, 21 or 51.2 percent worked in elementary schools; 8 or 19.5 percent 
worked in junior high schools; while 12 or 29.3 percent of mentee teachers worked in high 
schools. 
Of the 101 respondents, 49 or 48.5 percent worked in elementary schools; 21 or 




DEMOGRAPHIC COMPOSITION OF SAMPLE BY 
SCHOOL TYPE OF PARTICIPANTS, 1995-96 
Principals Mentors Mentees Total 
School Type No. % No. % No. % No % 
Elementary 12 48.0 16 45.7 21 51.2 49 48.5 
Junior High 4 16.0 9 25.7 8 19.5 21 20.8 
High School 9 36.0 10 28.6 12 29.3 31 30.7 
Total 25 100.0 35 100.0 41 100.0 101 100.0 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
Table 7 which follows displays the composite distribution of demographic data of 
the total sample in terms of the three subgroups being studies. Data in table 7 revealed that 
the demographics of mentor teachers and mentee teachers who participated in this study 
are, in fact, are reflective of the national demographic data which indicates that more 
females participate in mentoring programs as compared to males; and there is more 
mentoring in the elementary schools than in junior high or high schools. The predominant 
characteristic of mentor teachers found across the United States (Ganser, 1991) are female 
and white, although they differ considerably in age, teaching experience and school type. 
It was also revealed in this study that female and white had a slightly larger percentage of 
participants as compare to African-Americans. 
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TABLE 7 
DEMOGRAPHICS OF THE SAMPLE POPULATION OF THE 
TEACHER EDUCATION AND MENTORING PROGRAM, 1995-96 
Principals Mentors Mentees Total 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Gender: 
Male 15 60.0 7 20.0 13 31.7 35 34.7 
Female 10 40.0 28 80.0 28 68.3 66 65.3 
Total 
Race: 
25 100.0 35 100.0 41 100.0 101 100.0 
African 
American 10 40.0 16 45.7 24 58.5 50 49.5 
White 14 56.0 17 48.6 10 24.4 41 40.6 
Other 1 4.0 2 5.7 7 17.1 10 9.9 
Total 25 100.0 35 100.0 41 100.0 101 100.0 
Experience: 
3 - 6 0 0.0 3 8.6 0 0.0 3 5.0- 
6 - 9 0 0.0 4 11.4 0 0.0 4 6.7 
9 - 12 1 4.0 8 22.9 0 0.0 9 15.0 
12 or more 4 16.0 20 57.1 0 0.0 24 40.0 
21 or more 20 80.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 20 33.3 
Total 25 100.0 35 100.0 0 0.0 60 100.0 
Degree: 
Bachelors 0 0.0 5 14.3 30 73.2 35 34.7 
Masters 2 8.0 22 62.9 10 24.4 34 33.7 
Specialist 21 84.0 8 22.9 1 2.4 30 29.7 
Doctoral 2 8.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.9 
Total 25 100.0 35 100.0 41 100.0 101 100.0 
School Type: 
Elementary 12 48.0 16 45.7 21 51.2 49 48.5 
Junior High 4 16.0 9 25.7 8 19.5 21 20.8 
High School 9 36.0 10 28.6 12 29.3 31 30.7 
Total 25 100.0 35 100.0 41 100.0 101 100.0 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaires to be used. 
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Further, Hjornevik (1986), study suggested that age and gender are used as factors to be 
considered when pairing a mentor and mentee. Houston, Marshall, and McDavid (1993), 
revealed in their study that the national demographic data reflected that mentor teachers 
are likely to be female, younger, single, and white. 
Further analysis of the data revealed that in terms of race, there appears to be a 
greater number of African-Americans entering the school system as teachers. There were 
25 principals survey, however, males tend to occupy the principalship more so than 
females. Looking at years of teaching experience, principals were very experience in the 
field with 21 or more years, next group possessing years of experience are mentor teachers 
with 12 or more years of experience. The highest degree for most principals were the 
specialist degree, the mentor teacher the highest degree was a masters degree and most 
mentee teachers still maintained a bachelors degree at this particular time. Further, table 7 
revealed that most mentoring takes place in the elementary school setting followed by the 
high school and lastly, the junior high. 
Section Two 
Discussion of Hypotheses 1-8 
This section discusses the dependent variable effectiveness of mentor using eight 
indicators: instructional advisement; classroom management and discipline; selection of 
instructional materials; retention of mentees; organizational skills; planning of activities; 
time management; and classroom routines and paperwork as they were addressed through 
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hypotheses 1-8. The answers to research question 1-8 are also reflected and discussed 
through hypotheses 1-8. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of instructional 
advisement. 
The data pertaining to the variable, instructional advisement is displayed in Table 8. 
TABLE 8 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS 
OF INSTRUCTIONAL ADVISEMENT, 1995-96 
Source df Sum of Means F F 
Between Groups 2 3.0384 1.5192 2.0425 .1352 
Within Groups 98 72.8937 .7438 
Total 100 75.9321 
Group Count Mean Standard Standard 
Principals 25 4.327 .639 .128 
Mentor 35 3.873 .794 .134 
Mentee 41 4.040 1.020 .159 
Total 101 4.080 .817 .140 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Score: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very Often. 
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Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaire to be used. 
The F ratio (2.0425) was not significant at the .05 level, therefore the hypothesis 
was accepted. Further examination of the table, however, indicates very little variance 
among the mean scores of principals, mentors, and mentee teachers on this variable. This 
might account for the fact that no significant differences were found. Despite the lack of a 
statistically significant outcome, of note is the fact that the mentors effectiveness in terms 
of instructional advisement was scored lowest by the mentors themselves than by the 
mentees and principals. Even though principals and mentee teachers scored a little higher, 
this would indicate that perhaps they see mentors as performing more satisfactory in this 
area. The principals had a mean score of 4.327 and mentees 4.040 compared to a lower 
mean of 3.873 by mentors. The mean scores of the three groups indicated that mentor 
teachers were perceived as performing well above average (2.5), in providing assistance to 
mentee teacher in the area of instructional advisement. 
A total of 101 subjects responded to this item on the survey. Of the 101 
participants, 25 were school principals; 35 were mentor teachers; and 41 were mentee 
teachers. 
For instructional advisement, no principal assigned a score of 1 (Never) or 2 
(Seldom); six or 24.0 percent assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 10 or 40.0 percent 
assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 9 or 36.0 percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
There were no mentor teachers who assigned a score of 1 (Never) for instructional 
advisement. Of the mentor teachers 2 or 5.8 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 19 
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or 54.5 percent of mentor teachers assigned a score of 3 (Sometime); 6 or 17.3 percent 
assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 8 or 22.9 percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Of the mentee teachers 2 or 4.8 percent assigned a score of 1 (Never); 5 or 12.1 
percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 10 or 24.3 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes) for instructional advisement; 13 or 31.6 percent assigned a score of 4 
(Often); and 11 or 26.8 percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of classroom 
management and discipline. 
The analysis of variable, classroom management and discipline is displayed in 
Table 9. 
TABLE 9 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS 










Between Groups 2 10.1503 5.0752 6.0917 .0032* 
Within Groups 98 81.6461 .8331 
Total 100 91.7964 
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Table 9 — Continued 
Group Count Mean Standard Standard 
Principals 25 4.320 .566 .113 
Mentor 35 3.577 .942 .159 
Mentee 41 4.180 1.047 .163 
Total 101 4.025 .851 .145 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Score: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very Often. 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaire to be used. 
The F ratio (6.0917) had a F probability of .0032, which was significant beyond 
the .05 level, this is even higher than .05 level, consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. 
In order to determine where the significant difference laid a Scheffe's test was computed, 
details of this test are displayed in Table 10. 
TABLE 10 
SCHEFFE'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST ON 
CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT AND DISCIPLINE BY GROUP 
Mean Group 
4.3200 Grp 1 
G G G 
? ? 
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The Scheffe's Table indicates that the significant difference laid between groups 1 
and 2 and groups 2 and 3. As revealed in the Scheffe's test there is a significant difference 
between mentees and mentors. This further indicates that mentor teachers did not 
perceive themselves as being effectiveness in this area. In terms of principals and mentors 
there is a significant difference between the two groups. This could mean that principals 
perceived that mentors are effective in this area based upon times observed. 
A total of 101 subjects responded to this item on the survey. Of the 101 
participants, 25 were school principals; 35 were mentor teachers; and 41 were mentee 
teachers. 
There were no school principals who responded assigned a score of 1 (Never) or 2 
(Seldom) for classroom management and discipline. A total of 4 or 16.0 percent assigned 
a score of 3 (Sometimes); 14 or 56.0 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); 7 or 28.0 
percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
A total of 35 mentor teachers participated, 3 or 8.6 percent assigned a score 1 
(Never); 6 or 17.2 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 11 or 31.5 percent assigned a 
score of 3 (Sometimes); 12 or 34.3 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 3 or 8.6 
percent of mentor teachers assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Of the 41 mentee teachers participated in the survey; 2 or 4.8 percent assigned a 
score of 1 (Never); 4 or 9.7 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 4 or 9.7 percent 
assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 15 or 36.6 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 
16 or 39.0 percent of mentee teachers assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
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There were no school principals assigned a score of 1 (Never) or 2 (Seldom) for 
classroom management and discipline; 5 or 4.9 percent of mentor teachers and mentee 
teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); 10 or 9.9 percent of mentor teachers and mentee 
teachers assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 19 or 18.8 percent of school principals, mentor 
teachers, mentee teachers assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 31 or 30.0 percent of school 
principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers assigned a score of 4 (Often); 26 or 25.0 
percent of all three groups assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Hypothesis 3 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentee on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of selection of 
instructional materials. 
The analysis of the variable, selection of instructional materials is displayed in 
Table 11. 
TABLE 11 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS 
OF SELECTION OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS, 1995-96 
■Source d£ Sum of Means E E 
Between Groups 2 4.7412 2.3706 2.7369 .0697 
Within Groups 98 84.8857 .8662 
Total 100 89,6269  
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Table 11 — Continued 





Principals 25 4.424 .827 .165 
Mentor 35 3.960 .920 .156 
Teachers 
Mentee 41 4.410 .996 .156 
Teachers 
Total 101 4.264 .914 .159 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Score: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very Often. 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaire to be used. 
The F ratio (2.7369) was not significant at the .05 level, therefore the hypothesis 
was accepted. Further examination of the table, however, indicates, very little variance 
among the mean scores of principals, mentors, and mentee teachers on this variable. This 
could indicate why no significant differences were found. Even though principals and 
mentee teachers scored a little higher, this would indicate that perhaps they see mentors as 
performing more satisfactory in this area. For this particular area mentor teacher scored 
themselves lowest of the three groups, indicating that they do not see themselves as 
performing at a satisfactory level. The principals had a mean score of 4.424 and mentees 
4.410 compared to a lower mean of only 3.960 for mentors. The mean scores of the three 
groups, however, indicated that mentor teachers were perceived as performing well above 
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average (2.5) in providing assistance to mentee teachers in the area of selection of 
instructional materials. 
A total of 101 subjects responded to this item on the survey. Of the 101 
participants, 25 were school principals; 35 were mentor teachers; and 41 were mentee 
teachers. 
There were no school principals who assigned a score of 1 (Never); 2 or 8.0 
percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 3 or 12.0 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes); 6 or 24.0 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 14 or 56.0 percent 
assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Of the mentor teachers, no one assigned a score of 1 (Never); 5 or 14.4 percent 
assigned score of 2 (Seldom); 10 or 28.5 percent assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 9 or 
25.7 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 11 or 31.4 percent assigned a score of 5 
(Very Often). 
There were no mentee teachers who assigned a score of 1 (Never); 5 or 12.1 
percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 6 or 14.5 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes); 2 or 4.8 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 28 or 68.3 percent of 
mentee teachers assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Of the three groups, no school principals, mentor teachers or mentee teachers who 
assigned a score of 1 (Never); 12 or 11.0 percent of school principals, mentor teachers, 
and mentee teachers assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 19 or 18.0 percent assigned a score 
of 3 (Sometimes); 17 or 16.0 percent of all three groups, assigned a score of 4 (Often); 53 
or 52.0 percent of school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers assigned a 
score of 5 (Very Often) for selection of instructional materials. 
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Hypothesis 4 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in term of retention of 
mentee. 
The analysis of the variable, retention of mentee is displayed in Table 12. 
TABLE 12 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS 
OF RETENTION OF MENTEE, 1995-96 
Source df Sum of Means F F 
Between Groups 2 4.3516 2.1758 3.0116 .0538 
Within Groups 98 70.8017 .7225 
Total 100 75.1533 
Group Count Mean Standard Standard 
Principals 25 4.040 .490 .098 
Mentor 35 3.629 .873 .148 
Mentee 41 4.078 .989 .154 
Total  101 3.915  .784   J33  
* Significant beyond .05. 
Score: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very Often. 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaire to be used. 
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The F ratio (3.0116) was not significant at the .05 level, therefore the hypothesis 
was accepted. Further, explanation of the table, however, indicates very little variance 
among the mean scores of principals, mentors, and mentee teachers on this variable. The 
mean score for principals is 4.040 and the mean score for mentees is 4.078 compared to a 
lower mean of 3.629 for mentor teachers. The mean scores of the three groups indicated 
that mentor teachers were perceived as performing satisfactory in providing assistance to 
mentee teachers in the area of retention of mentee teachers as these scores were above the 
average score of 2.5 which is the midpoint between 1-5 being the range of response 
scores. The lowest mean score was for mentors, which means that the mentor teacher 
rated themselves as not performing at a satisfactory level for this area. 
A total of 101 subjects responded to this item on the survey. Of the 101 
participants, 25 were school principals; 35 were mentor teachers; and 41 were mentee 
teachers. 
For retention of mentee, no school principal assigned a score of 1 (Never) or 2 
(Seldom); 11 or 44.0 percent assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 13 or 52.0 percent 
assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 1 or 4.0 percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
There were no mentor teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); 8 or 22.9 percent 
assigned a score of 2 (Sometimes); 11 or 31.4 percent assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 
11 or 31.4 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 5 or 14.3 percent assigned a score of 
5 (Very Often). 
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A total of 41 mentee teachers responded to this item on the survey. Of the 41 
mentee teachers; 2 or 4.8 percent assigned a score of 1 (Never); 2 or 4.8 percent assigned 
a score of 2 (Seldom); 8 or 19.4 percent assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 15 or 36.6 
percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); 14 or 34.1 percent of mentee teachers assigned a 
score of 5 (Very Often). 
There were no school principals or mentor teachers who assigned a score of 1 
(Never) for retention of mentee. There were no school principals assigned a score of 2 
(Seldom); however, there were 10 or .09 percent mentor teachers, and mentee teachers 
assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 30 or 29.0 percent of school principals, mentor teachers, 
and mentee teachers assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 39 or 38.0 percent of school 
principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 20 or 
19.0 percent of all three groups assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Hypothesis 5 
There is no significant different between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentee on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in term organizational 
skills. 
The analysis of the variable, organizational skills is displayed in Table 13. 
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TABLE 13 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS 










Between Groups 2 6.7445 3.3722 3.0985 .0496* 
Within Groups 98 106.6591 1.0884 
Total 100 113.4036 





Principals 25 3.984 .635 .127 
Mentor 
Teachers 
35 3.509 1.115 .188 
Mentee 
Teachers 
41 4.083 1.170 .183 
Total 101 3.858 .973 .166 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Score: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very Often. 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaire to be used. 
The F ratio (3.0985) had a F probability of .0496 was significant beyond the .05 
level, which is higher than .05 level, consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. The 
Scheffe's test computed, and found that no two groups are significantly different at the .05 
level. The mentees had a mean score of 4.083 and principals mean score is 3.984 as 
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compared to a lower mean score of 3.509 for mentor teachers for this same variable. The 
mean scores of the three groups indicated that mentor teachers were perceived as 
performing at a satisfactory level in providing assistance to mentee teachers in the area of 
organizational skills as these scores were above the average score of 2.5 which is the 
midpoint between 1-5 being the range of response scores. The lowest mean score was for 
mentors, which means that the mentor teacher rated themselves not performing quiet as 
satisfactory as perceived by school principals and mentee teacher. 
A total of 101 subjects responded to this item on the survey. Of the 101 
participants, 25 were school principals; 35 were mentor teachers; and 41 mentee teachers. 
There was no school principal who assigned a score of 1 (Never) for 
organizational skills; 1 or 4.0 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 7 or 28.0 percent 
assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 13 or 52.0 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 4 
or 16.0 percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Of the 35 mentor teacher surveyed, 1 or 2.9 percent assigned a score of 1 (Never); 
9 or 25.7 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 9 or 25.7 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes); 11 or 31.5 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 5 or 14.3 percent of 
mentor teachers assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
There were 3 or 7.3 percent of mentee teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); 4 or 
9.7 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 4 or 9.7 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes); 14 or 34.1 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 16 or 39.0 percent of 
mentee teachers assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
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For organizational skills, there were no school principals who assigned a score of 1 
(Never); 14 or 13.0 percent of school principals, mentors, and mentees assigned a score of 
2 (Seldom); 20 or 19.0 percent of all three groups assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 38 
or 37 percent of school principals, mentors, and mentees assigned a score of 4 (Often); 
and 25 or 24.0 percent of school principals, mentors, and mentees assigned a score of 5 
(Very Often). 
Hypothesis 6 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of planning of 
activities. 
The analysis of the variable, planning of activities is displayed in Table 14. 
TABLE 14 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS 
OF PLANNING OF ACTIVITIES, 1995-96 
Sum of Means F E 
Source df Squares Square Ratio Prob. 
Between Groups 2 6.3221 3.1611 3.3015 .0410* 
Within Groups 98 93.8324 .9575 
Total 100 100.1545 
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Table 14 — Continued 





Principals 25 4.032 .574 .115 
Mentor 35 3.520 .958 .162 
Teachers 
Mentee 41 4.054 1.170 .183 
Teachers 
Total 101 3.868 .900 .153 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Score: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very Often. 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaire to be used. 
The F ratio (3.3015) had a F probability of .0410 was significant beyond the .05 
level, which is higher than .05 level, consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. The 
Scheffe's test was computed, and found that no two groups are significantly different at 
the .05 level. The mentees had a mean score of 4.054 and principals mean score is 4.032 
as compared to a lower mean score of 3.520 for mentor teachers for this same variable. 
The mean scores of the three groups indicated that mentor teachers were perceived as 
effective in providing assistance to mentee teachers in the area of planning of activities as 
these scores were above the average score of 2.5 which is the midpoint between 1-5 being 
the range of response scores. The lowest mean score was for mentors, which means that 
the mentor teacher rated themselves not quiet as effective as perceived by school 
principals and mentee teacher. A total of 101 subjects responded to this item on the 
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survey. Of the 101 participants, 25 were school principals, 35 were mentor teachers; and 
41 were mentee teachers. 
There were no school principals assigned a score of 1 (Never) for planning of 
activities; 1 or 4.0 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 5 or 20.0 percent assigned a 
score of 3 (Sometimes); 16 or 64.0 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); 3 or 12.0 
percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
There were 1 or 2.9 percent of mentor teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); 9 or 
25.8 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 8 or 22.8 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes); 13 or 37.2 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 4 or 11.4 percent of 
mentor teachers assigned a score of 5 (Very Often) for this same variables. 
A total of 41 mentee teachers responded to this item on the survey. Of those 
teachers 3 or 7.3 percent assigned a score of 1 (Never); 4 or 9.7 percent assigned a score 
of 2 (Seldom); 6 or 14.5 percent assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 9 or 21.9 percent 
assigned a score of 4 (Often); an 19 or 46.3 percent of mentee teachers assigned a score of 
5 (Very Often). 
For planning of activities, there were no school principals who assigned a score of 
1 (Never), however, 4 or .03 percent of mentor teachers and mentee teachers assigned a 
score of 2 (Seldom); 19 or 18 percent of school principals, mentors, and mentee teacher 
assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes) for this variable; 38 or 37 percent of all three groups 
assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 26 or 28 percent of all three groups assigned a score of 
5 (Very Often). 
108 
Hypothesis 7 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of time 
management. 
The analysis of the variable, time management is displayed in Table 15. 
TABLE 15 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS 










Between Groups 2 5.8898 2.9449 3.0407 .0523 
Within Groups 98 94.9110 .9685 
Total 100 100.8007 





Principals 25 4.090 .736 .147 
Mentor 
Teachers 
35 3.607 .812 .137 
Mentee 
Teachers 
41 4.128 1.220 .190 
Total 101 3.941 .922 .158 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Score: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very Often. 
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Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaire to be used. 
The F ratio (3.0407) was not significant at the .05 level, therefore, the hypothesis 
was accepted. Further examination of the table, however, indicates very little variance 
among the mean scores of principals, mentors, and mentee teachers on this variable. The 
fact that there was little variance among the three groups might account for the fact that 
no significant differences were found. Despite the lack of a statistically significant 
outcome, it is worth noting that the mentor scored themselves lowest in this area with a 
mean score of 3.607. Mentee teachers had a mean score of 4.128 and principals had a 
mean score of 4.090 as compared to the mentor teachers score. The mean scores of the 
three groups suggested that mentor teachers were perceived as performing at a 
satisfactory level in providing assistance to mentee teachers in the area of time 
management as these scores were above the average score of 2.5 which is the midpoint 
between 1-5 being the range of response scores. The lowest mean score was for mentors, 
which means that the mentor teacher rated themselves not performing at a satisfactory 
level as perceived by school principals and mentee teacher. 
A total of 101 subjects responded to this item on the survey. Of the 101 
participants, 25 were school principals, 35 were mentor teachers, and 41 were mentee 
teachers. 
There were no school principals who responded assigned a score of 1 (Never) for 
time management; 1 or 4.0 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 6 or 24.0 percent 
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assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 12 or 48.0 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 6 
or 24.0 percent of school principals assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
There were 1 or 2.9 percent of mentor teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); 4 or 
11.5 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 17 or 48.5 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes); 11 or 31.5 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 2 or 5.7 percent of 
mentor teachers assigned a score of 5 (Very Often) for this variable. 
A total of 41 mentee teachers responded to this item on the survey. Of the 41 
mentee teachers, 4 or 9.7 percent of mentee teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); 3 or 
7.3 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 4 or 9.7 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes); 11 or 26.8 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 19 or 46.3 percent 
assigned a score of 5 (Very Often)for time management. 
There were no school principals who assigned a score of 1 (Never); however, 5 or 
.04 percent of mentor teachers and mentee teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); 8 or .07 
percent of school principals, mentor teachers and mentee teachers assigned a score of 2 
(Seldom); 27 or 26.0 percent of all three groups assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 34 or 
33.0 percent of all three groups assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 27 or 26.0 percent of 
school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers assigned a score of 5 (Very Often) 
for this variable. 
Hypothesis 8 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of classroom 
routines and paperwork. 
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The analysis of the variable, classroom routines and paperwork is displayed in 
Table 16. 
TABLE 16 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS 










Between Groups 2 4.8712 2.4356 2.2239 .1136 
Within Groups 98 107.3284 1.0952 
Total 100 112.1996 





Principals 25 4.288 .643 .129 
Mentor 
Teachers 
35 3.726 .896 .151 
Mentee 
Teachers 
41 4.063 1.324 .207 
Total 101 4.025 .095 .162 
*Significant beyond .05. 
Score: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very Often. 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaire to be used. 
The F ratio (2.2239) was not significant at the .05 level, therefore the hypothesis 
was accepted. Further explanation of the table, however, indicates very little variance 
among the mean scores of principals, mentors, and mentee teachers on this variable. 
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Because there were very little variance in mean scores for the three groups could account 
for the fact that no significant differences were found. For this area, even though there 
lack of a statistically significant outcome, it is worth noting that once again the mentor 
teacher scored themselves lowest of the three groups. The principals had a mean score of 
4.288 and mentees had a mean score of 4.063 as compared to a lower mean score of 
3.726 for mentor teachers. The mean scores of the three groups indicated that mentor 
teachers were perceived as performing at a satisfactory level in providing assistance to 
mentee teachers in the area of classroom routines and paperwork as these scores were 
above the average score of 2.5 which is the midpoint between 1-5 being the range of 
response scores. The lowest mean score was for mentors, which means that the mentor 
teacher rated themselves not performing at the satisfactory level as perceived by school 
principals and mentee teacher. 
A total of 101 subjects responded to this item on the survey. Of the 101 
participants; 25 were school principals, 35 mentor teachers, and 41 were mentee teachers. 
There were no school principals or mentor teachers who responded assigned a 
score of 1 (Never) for classroom routines and paperwork; 1 or 4.0 percent of school 
principals assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 4 or 16.0 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes); 13 or 52.0 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); while 7 or 28.0 percent 
assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
There were no mentor teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); 5 or 14.4 percent 
assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 13 or 37.1 percent assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 11 
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or 31.4 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); while 6 or 17.1 percent of mentor teachers 
assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Of the 41 mentee teachers who responded to this item on the survey, 5 or 12.1 
percent assigned a score of 1 (Never) classroom routines and paperwork. A total of 2 or 
4.8 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 4 or 9.7 percent assigned a score of 3 
(Sometimes); 8 or 19.4 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); while 22 or 53.7 percent of 
mentee teachers assigned a score of 5 (Very Often) for this variable. 
For classroom routines and paperwork, there were no school principals or mentor 
teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); and 5 or 12.1 percent of mentee teachers assigned 
a score of 1 (Never); 8 or .07 percent of all three groups assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 
21 or 20 percent of all three groups assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 32 or 31 percent 
of school principals, mentors, and mentee teachers assigned a score of 4 (Often); while 35 
or 34 percent of all three groups assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
Section Three 
Discussion of Hypotheses 9-17 
Hypothesis 9 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of instructional 
advisement and the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
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c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The analysis of variance for the respondents perceptions of the respondents 
perceptions of instructional advisement and the demographic variables, is displayed in 
Table 17. 
TABLE 17 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH COVARIATES FOR SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS ON MENTOR AND 









SP Gender 4.42 .820 1 .820 2.283 .150 
SP Race 3.87 .076 1 .076 .212 .652 
SP Experience 4.37 .030 1 .030 .083 .777 
SP Degree 4.21 .299 2 .149 .415 .667 
SP School 3.80 .363 2 .182 .506 .612 
Type 
Mtor T Gender 3.96 .110 1 .110 .211 .650 
Mtor T Race 4.14 1.822 2 .911 1.751 .195 
Mtor T Experience 3.81 2.922 3 .974 1.872 .161 
Mtor T Degree 3.94 .443 2 .222 .426 .658 
Mtor T School 3.76 .070 2 .035 .068 .935 
Type 
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Table 17 — Continued 
Mtee T Gender 4.41 .008 1 .008 .008 .928 
Mtee T Race 4.02 .237 2 .119 .127 .881 
Mtee T Experience — — - — — — 
Mtee T Degree 3.95 1.561 2 .781 .837 .442 




4.34 9.068 2 4.534 4.861 .014* 
Gender 4.03 2.683 2 1.341 1.827 .166 
Race 4.06 4.702 3 1.567 2.168 .097 
Degree 4.05 1.178 3 .393 .517 .672 
School 
Type 
4.05 3.429 4 .857 1.277 .285 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Note: SP = School Principals, Mtor T = Mentor Teacher, Mtee T = Mentee Teacher. 
The F ratio (4.8617) had a significance of F at .014 for mentee teachers' school 
type which was significant beyond the .05 level, which is even higher than .05 level, 
consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that 
elementary school setting had a higher mean score (4.34); followed by high school (3.80); 
and junior high (3.76) respectfully. There were no significant differences with school 
principals and the demographic variables as indicated, nor were there any significant 
differences with mentor teachers and the demographic variables. Thus, the null hypothesis 
was accepted for the following moderator variables: school principal's and mentor 
teachers' gender, race, years of teaching experience, degree and school type. 
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Hypothesis 10 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of classroom 
management and discipline and the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The analysis of variance for the respondents perceptions of the classroom routines 
and paperwork and the demographic variables, is displayed in Table 18. 
TABLE 18 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH COVARIATES FOR 
SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, MENTOR TEACHERS, AND 
MENTEE TEACHERS ON MENTOR AND CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT 









SP Gender 4.32 1.860 1 1.860 8.687 .009* 
SP Race 4.35 .020 1 .020 .093 .765 
SP Experience 4.05 .180 1 .180 .839 .373 
SP Degree 4.36 .130 2 .065 .303 .743 
SP School 
Type 
4.03 .375 2 .188 .876 .435 
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Table 18 — Continued 
Mtor T Gender 3.58 .002 1 .002 .002 .967 
Mtor T Race 3.82 3.461 2 1.731 1.997 .158 
Mtor T Experience 3.90 1.704 3 .568 .655 .587 
Mtor T Degree 3.71 2.442 2 1.221 1.409 .264 
Mtor T School 3.54 .097 2 .049 .056 .946 
Type 
Mtee T Gender 4.18 .004 1 .004 .004 .951 
Mtee T Race 4.33 2.705 2 1.352 1.406 .259 
Mtee T Experience — — - — — — 
Mtee T Degree 4.10 1.228 2 .614 .638 .535 




Gender 4.01 3.660 2 1.830 2.237 .112 
Race 4.01 7.788 3 2.596 3.362 .022* 
Degree 4.04 1.552 3 .517 .599 .617 
School 4.02 2.728 4 .682 .861 .491 
Type 
“"Significant beyond .05. 
Note: SP = School Principals, Mtor T = Mentor Teacher, Mtee T = Mentee Teacher. 
The F ratio (8.687) had a significant F of .009 for school principals' gender which 
was significant beyond the .05 level, which is even higher than .05 level, consequently, the 
hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that the males had a 
higher means score (4.05) as opposed to females (3.98). This might account for the fact 
that there appears to be more males principals participating in the mentoring program. 
The F ratio (3.783) had a significant F of .033 for mentee teachers' school type which was 
significant beyond the .05 level, which is higher than .05 level, consequently, the 
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hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that the significant 
laid with elementary school setting followed by high school and junior high respectfully. 
This might be representative of the fact that mentoring seems to be more prevalent at the 
elementary level. The F ratio (3.362) had a significant F of .022 for the group and race. 
Further analysis of the cell means revealed that the significant laid with african- american, 
white, and other respectfully. This could means that there are more african-american 
entering into the school system. There were no significant differences with school 
principals and the other demographic variables as indicated, nor were there any significant 
differences with mentor teachers and the demographic variables. Thus, the null hypothesis 
was accepted for the following moderator variables: school principal's race, years of 
teaching experience, degree and school type; mentor teachers' gender, race, years of 
teaching experience, degree and school type; and mentee teachers' gender, race, years of 
teaching experience, and degree. 
Flypothesis 11 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of selection of 
instructional materials and the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
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e) race 
The analysis of variance for the respondents perceptions of the selection of 
instructional material and the demographic variables, is displayed in Table 19. 
TABLE 19 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH COVARIATES FOR SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS ON MENTOR 
AND SELECTION OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS 









SP Gender 4.42 .370 1 .370 .717 .409 
SP Race 4.52 .363 1 .363 .703 .414 
SP Experience 4.47 .109 1 .109 .211 .652 
SP Degree 4.10 2.165 2 1.082 2.097 .155 
SP School 4.46 .023 2 .011 .022 .978 
Type 
Mtor T Gender 3.96 .032 1 .032 .046 .832 
Mtor T Race 4.27 3.048 2 1.524 2.206 .132 
Mtor T Experience 3.77 1.532 3 .511 .739 .539 
Mtor T Degree 3.84 2.727 2 1.363 1.973 .161 
Mtor T School 3.89 .382 2 .191 .277 .761 
Type 
Mtee T Gender 4.41 .004 1 .004 .006 .940 
Mtee T Race 4.55 2.810 2 1.405 2.047 .145 
Mtee T Experience — — - ... ... — 
Mtee T Degree 4.60 1.455 2 .728 1.060 .358 
Mtee T School 4.25 13.402 2 6.701 9.764 .000* 
Type 




Gender 4.26 2.156 2 1.078 1.242 .293 
Race 4.28 5.792 3 1.931 2.464 .067 
Degree 4.27 1.591 3 .530 .623 .602 
School 4.28 5.396 4 1.349 1.793 .137 
Type 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Note: SP = School Principals, Mtor T = Mentor Teacher, Mtee T = Mentee Teacher. 
The F ratio (9.764) had a significant F of .000 for mentee teachers' school type 
which was significant beyond the .05 level, which is even higher than .05 level, 
consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that 
the elementary school setting had a higher mean score (4.59); followed by junior high 
school (4.03); and high school (3.89) respectfully. For this particular variable using the 
demographic variable, school type, might account for the fact that significant differences 
were found at the difference levels. There were no significant differences with school 
principals and the demographic variables as indicated in Table 19; gender, race, years of 
teaching experience, degree, and school type. There were no significant differences with 
mentor teachers and the demographic variables: mentor teacher's gender, race, years of 
teaching experience, degree, and school type. There were no significant differences with 
mentee teachers and the demographic variables: gender, race, year of teaching experience 




There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of retention of 
mentee and the demographic variables. 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The analysis of variance for the respondents perceptions of the retention of 
mentees and the demographic variables, is displayed in Table 20. 
TABLE 20 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH COVARIATES FOR SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS ON MENTOR AND 









SP Gender 4.04 .599 1 .599 2.183 .159 
SP Race 4.05 .034 1 .034 .124 .729 
SP Experience 4.01 .099 1 .099 .359 .557 
SP Degree 3.90 .348 2 .174 .634 .543 
SP School 
Type 
4.02 .017 2 .009 .032 .969 
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Table 20 — Continued 
Mtor T Gender 3.63 .052 1 .052 .080 .780 
Mtor T Race 3.77 3.348 2 1.674 2.576 .097 
Mtor T Experience 3.81 4.060 3 1.353 2.083 .129 
Mtor T Degree 3.66 1.477 2 .738 1.136 .338 
Mtor T School 3.97 .002 2 .001 .001 .999 
Type 
Mtee T Gender 4.08 .106 1 .106 .120 .732 
Mtee T Race 4.18 1.210 2 .605 .682 .512 
Mtee T Experience — — - — — — 
Mtee T Degree 4.34 1.221 2 .610 .689 .509 




Gender 3.91 1.332 2 .666 .911 .406 
Race 3.92 4.298 3 1.433 2.043 .113 
Degree 3.91 .566 3 .189 .251 .860 
School 3.91 3.061 4 .765 1.108 .358 
Type 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Note: SP = School Principals, Mtor T = Mentor Teacher, Mtee T = Mentee Teacher. 
The F ratio (4.284) had a significant F of .022 for mentee teachers' school type 
which was significant beyond the .05 level, which is even higher than .05 level, 
consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that 
the elementary school setting had a higher mean score (4.13); followed by junior high 
school (3.76); and high school (3.68) respectfully. 
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There were no significant differences with school principals and the demographic 
variables; gender, race, years of teaching experience, degree, and school type. There were 
no significant differences with mentor teacher's gender, race, years of teaching experience, 
degree, and school type. There were no significant differences with mentee teacher's 
gender, race, years of teaching experience, and degree. Thus, the null hypothesis was 
accepted for the above mentioned moderator variables. 
Hypothesis 13 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of organizational 
skills and the demographic variables. 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The analysis of variance for the respondents perceptions of the organizational skills 
and the demographic variables, is displayed in Table 21. 
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TABLE 21 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH COVARIATES FOR SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS ON MENTOR AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL SKILLS AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES, 1995-96 
Sum of Means Signif. 
Means Square df Square E Ratio Of F 
Convariates: 
SP Gender 4.04 1.134 1 1.134 3.138 .096 
SP Race 4,06 .367 1 .367 1.015 .329 
SP Experience 3.81 .020 1 .020 .055 .818 
SP Degree 3.93 .083 2 .041 .115 .892 
SP School 3.96 .280 2 .140 .387 .685 
Type 
Mtor T Gender 3.65 .000 1 .000 .000 985 
Mtor T Race 3.72 6.367 2 3.184 3.243 .057 
Mtor T Experience 3.61 2.810 3 .937 .954 .430 
Mtor T Degree 3.39 4.667 2 2.334 2.377 .114 
Mtor T School 3.96 2.328 2 1.164 1.186 .323 
Type 
Mtee T Gender 4.05 .008 1 .008 .007 .933 
Mtee T Race 4.21 1.799 2 .899 .828 .446 
Mtee T Experience — — - — — — 
Mtee T Degree 4.37 1.663 2 .832 .766 .473 




Gender 3.87 3.194 2 1.597 1.471 .235 
Race 3.87 8.704 3 2.901 2.827 .043* 
Degree 3.82 2.157 3 .719 .649 .586 
School 3.86 9.329 4 2.332 2.354 .060 
Type 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Note: SP = School Principals, Mtor T = Mentor Teacher, Mtee T = Mentee Teacher. 
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The F ratio (7.008) had a significant F of .003 for mentee teachers' school type 
which was significant beyond the .05 level, which is even higher than .05 level, 
consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that 
the elementary school setting had a higher mean score (4.11); followed by high school 
(3.71); and junior high school (3.55) respectfully. For this particular variable using the 
demographic variable, school type, might account for the fact that significant differences 
were found at the difference levels of school type. The F ratio (2.827) had a significant F 
of .043 for the group and race which was significant beyond the .05 level, consequently, 
the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that the significant 
laid with african- american, white, and other respectfully. 
There were no significant differences with school principals and the demographic 
variables; gender, race, years of teaching experience, degree, and school type. There were 
no significant differences with mentor teacher's gender, race, years of teaching experience, 
degree, and school type. There were no significant differences with mentee teacher's 
gender, race, years of teaching experience, and degree. Thus, the null hypothesis was 
accepted for the above mentioned moderator variables. 
Hypothesis 14 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of planning of 
activities and the demographic variables. 
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a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The analysis of variance for the respondents perceptions of the planning of 
activities and the demographic variables, is displayed in Table 22. 
TABLE 22 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH COVARIATES FOR SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS ON MENTOR AND 









SP Gender 4.09 1.683 1 1.683 .317 .339 
SP Race 4.10 .097 1 .097 .380 .546 
SP Experience 3.97 .000 1 .000 .002 .968 
SP Degree 4.01 .067 2 .034 .131 .878 
SP School 4.02 .028 2 .014 .055 .947 
Type 
Mtor T Gender 3.61 .003 1 .003 .003 .955 
Mtor T Race 3.67 2.926 2 1.463 1.626 .218 
Mtor T Experience 3.71 1.455 3 .485 .539 .660 
Mtor T Degree 3.42 2.106 2 1.053 1.170 .327 
Mtor T School 3.48 .882 2 .441 .490 .618 
Type 
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Table 22 — Continued 
Mtee T Gender 4.06 .001 1 .001 .001 .974 
Mtee T Race 4.22 3.896 2 1.948 1.955 .158 
Mtee T Experience — — - — — — 
Mtee T Degree 4.37 3.581 2 1.791 1.798 .182 




3.86 16.815 2 8.408 8.440 .001* 
Gender 3.86 2.963 2 1.551 1.551 .217 
Race 3.85 5.055 3 1.843 1.843 .145 
Degree 3.86 .962 3 .324 .324 .808 
School 
Type 
3.87 5.993 4 1.759 1.759 .144 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Note: SP = School Principals, Mtor T = Mentor Teacher, Mtee T = Mentee Teacher. 
The F ratio (8.440) had a significant F of .001 for mentee teachers' school type 
which was significant beyond the .05 level, which is even higher than .05 level, 
consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that 
the elementary school setting had a higher mean score (4.19); followed by junior high 
school (3.58); and high school (3.54) respectfully. For this particular variable using the 
demographic variable, school type, might account for the fact that significant differences 
were found at the difference levels of school type due to how each group perceived 
mentor performing in this area. 
There were no significant differences with school principals based on the 
demographic variables; gender, race, years of teaching experience, degree, and school 
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type. There were no significant differences with mentor teacher's gender, race, years of 
teaching experience, degree, and school type. There were no significant differences with 
mentee teacher's gender, race, years of teaching experience, and degree. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was accepted for the above mentioned moderator variables. 
Hypothesis 15 
There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of time 
management based on the demographic variables. 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The analysis of variance for the respondents perceptions of the time management 
and the demographic variables, is displayed in Table 23. 
The F ratio (4.765) had a significant F of .015 for mentee teachers' school type 
which was significant beyond the .05 level, which is even higher than .05 level, 
consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that 
the elementary school setting had a higher mean score (4.31); followed by junior high 
school (3.61); and high school (3.57) respectfully. For this particular variable using the 
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TABLE 23 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH COVARIATES FOR SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS ON MENTOR AND TIME 
MANAGEMENT AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES, 1995-96 
Sum of Means Signif. 
Means Square df Square F Ratio Of F 
Convariates: 
SP Gender 4.14 .063 1 .063 .159 .696 
SP Race 4.16 .215 1 .215 .544 .471 
SP Experience 3.93 .061 1 .061 .154 .700 
SP Degree 3.85 1.996 2 .998 2.527 .111 
SP School 4.03 .914 2 .457 1.158 .339 
Type 
Mtor T Gender 3.74 .081 1 .081 .133 .718 
Mtor T Race 3.73 2.263 2 1.132 1.874 .175 
Mtor T Experience 3.65 .981 3 .327 .541 .659 
Mtor T Degree 3.53 .487 2 .244 .403 .672 
Mtor T School 3.55 .518 2 .259 .429 .656 
Type 
Mtee T Gender 4.14 .130 1 .130 .105 .748 
Mtee T Race 4.31 4.596 2 2.298 1.855 .712 
Mtee T Experience — — - — — — 
Mtee T Degree 4.42 2.509 2 1.255 1.013 .374 




Gender 3.94 2.461 2 1.230 1.265 .287 
Race 3.95 8.501 3 2.834 3.118 .030* 
Degree 3.94 .918 3 .306 .313 .816 
School 3.93 2.744 4 3686 .794 .532 
Type 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Note: SP = School Principals, Mtor T = Mentor Teacher, Mtee T = Mentee Teacher. 
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demographic variable, school type, might account for the fact that significant differences 
were found at the difference levels of school type. The F ratio (3.118) had a significant F 
of .030 for the group and race which was significant beyond the .05 level, consequently, 
the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that the significant 
laid with african-american, other, and white, respectfully. 
There were no significant differences with school principals based on the 
demographic variables; gender, race, years of teaching experience, degree, and school 
type. There were no significant differences with mentor teacher's gender, race, years of 
teaching experience, degree, and school type. There were no significant differences with 
mentee teacher's gender, race, years of teaching experience, and degree. Thus, the null 
hypothesis was accepted for the above mentioned moderator variables. 
Hypothesis 16 
There is no significant difference among the perceptions of school principals, 
mentors, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms of classroom 
routines and paperwork and the demographic variables. 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
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The analysis of variance for the respndents perceptions of the classroom routines 
and paperwork and the demographic variables, is displayed in Table 24. 
TABLE 24 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE WITH COVARIATES FOR SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 
MENTOR TEACHERS, AND MENTEE TEACHERS ON MENTOR 
AND CLASSROOM ROUTINES AND PAPERWORK 









SP Gender 4.31 .083 1 .083 .307 .587 
SP Race 4.36 .054 1 .054 .198 .662 
SP Experience 4.21 .597 1 .597 2.196 .158 
SP Degree 4.42 .066 2 .033 .122 .886 
SP School 4.18 2.470 2 1.235 4.545 .027* 
Type 
Mtor T Gender 3.79 .208 1 .208 .316 .579 
Mtor T Race 3.81 4.674 2 2.337 3.541 .045* 
Mtor T Experience 3.72 1.497 3 .499 .756 .530 
Mtor T Degree 3.60 2.490 2 1.245 1.886 .173 
Mtor T School 3.71 .428 2 .214 .325 .726 
Type 
Mtee T Gender 4.04 .033 1 .033 .022 .882 
Mtee T Race 4.22 3.445 2 1.723 1.152 .329 
Mtee T Experience — — - — — — 
Mtee T Degree 4.40 3.712 2 1.856 1.241 .302 
Mtee T School 3.88 13.939 2 6.969 4.659 .017* 
Type 
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Table 24 — Continued 
Main Effects: 
By Group 
Gender 4.00 .584 2 .292 .260 .771 
Race 4.01 9.541 3 3.180 3.084 .031* 
Degree 4.00 1.834 3 .611 .548 .650 
School 4.02 6.942 4 1.736 1.753 .145 
Type 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Note: SP = School Principals, Mtor T = Mentor Teacher, Mtee T = Mentee Teacher. 
The F ratio (4.545) had a significant F of .027 for school principals' school type 
which was significant beyond the .05 level, which is even higher than .05 level, 
consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that 
the elementary school setting had a higher mean score (4.07); Followed by junior high 
school (3.85); And high school (3.51) respectfully. The F ratio (3.541) had a significant F 
of .045 for mentor teachers' race which was significant beyond the .05 level, which even 
higher than .05 level, consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. Further test revealed that 
significant laid with african-american, white, and other. The F ratio (4.659) had a 
significant F of .017 for mentee teachers' school type which was significant beyond the .05 
level, which is even higher than .05 level, consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. The 
F ratio (3.084) had a significant F of .031 for the group and race which was significant 
beyond the .05 level, consequently, the hypothesis was rejected. Further analysis of the 
cell means revealed that the significant laid with african-american, other, and white, 
respectfully. There were significant differences with in each of the three groups surveyed, 
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school principals and school type as the demographic variables; mentor teacher and race as 
the demographic variable; and mentee teacher and school type as the demographic 
variable. 
There were no significant differences with school principals and the demographic 
variables; gender, race, years of teaching experience, and degree. There were no 
significant differences with mentor teacher's gender, years of teaching experience, degree, 
and school type. There were no significant differences with mentee teacher's gender, race, 
years of teaching experience, and degree. Thus, the null hypothesis was accepted for the 
above mentioned moderator variables. 
Hypothesis 17 
There is no significant difference between the perceptions of current first year 
teachers in the mentoring program and previous years teachers in the mentoring program 
on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher. 
The data pertaining to the variable, effectiveness of mentor teacher as perceived by 
these two groups is displayed in table 25. 
The F ratio (1.075) was not significant at the .05 level, therefore the hypothesis 
was accepted. Further explanation of the table, however, indicates very little variance 
among the mean scores of current year teachers and previous years teachers on this 
variable. This might be representative that no significant differences were found. Even 
though there was not a statistically significant outcome, both groups mean score was very 
similar. The current year teacher had a mean score of 3.62 as compared to the mean score 
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TABLE 25 
ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF CURRENT YEAR TEACHERS 
AND PREVIOUS YEARS TEACHERS PERCEPTIONS ON TFIE 










Between Groups 1 .778 .778 1.075 .302 
Within Groups 143 103.489 .724 
Total 144 104.266 





Principals 41 3.62 1.1170 0.1743 
Mentor 
Teachers 
105 3.46 0.9977 0.098 
Mentee 
Teachers 
146 3.51 1.0573 0.1361 
Total 
* Significant beyond .05. 
Score: 1 = Never, 2 = Seldom, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, 5 = Very Often. 
Note: Total number varies due to a missing data signal used for computer analysis which 
allowed for incomplete questionnaire to be used. 
of 3.46 for previous years teachers. Further interpretation indicates that both groups 
perceived that the mentor teacher is performing at a satisfactory level as a whole. 
A total of 146 subjects responded to this item on the survey. Of the 146 
participants, 41 were current year teachers and 105 were previous years teachers. 
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For effectiveness of the mentor teacher, there were 3 or 6.4 percent of current year 
teachers assigned a score of 1 (Never); 4 or 8.8 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 6 
or 14.0 percent assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 11 or 26.5 percent assigned a score of 
4 (Often); and 17 or 44.2 percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
There were 6 or 5.6 percent of previous years teachers who responded assigned a 
score of 1 (Never); 8 or 8.1 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 21 or 19.7 percent 
assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 42 or 39.1 percent assigned a score of 4 (Often); and 
28 or 27.7 percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
There were 9 or 6.0 percent of current year teachers and previous years teachers 
assigned a score of 1 (Never); 12 or 8.5 percent assigned a score of 2 (Seldom); 27 or 
16.9 percent assigned a score of 3 (Sometimes); 53 or 36.0 percent assigned a score of 4 
(Often); and 45 or 32.8 percent assigned a score of 5 (Very Often). 
The second purpose of this study was to examine and present information about 
the continuum of support and effort needed to ensure the overall success of first year 
teachers. The most commonly cited benefit of mentoring for the first year teacher is the 
availability of someone (mentor teacher) who offers support and encouragement (Ganser, 
1993). These support functions can be differentiated between those in which a beginning 
teacher comes to the mentor to seek advice or to work out a problem in confidence, and 
those in which the mentor provides the beginning with general encouragement (Ganser, 
1993). 
There were a total of seventeen hypotheses which guided this research, and eight 
indicators representing the independent variables in which hypotheses 1-8 answered 
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questions to determine whether these first year teacher continue to need support to be 
successful in the classroom. These eight hypotheses were presented and analyzed in 
chapter 5, there finding indicated that following hypotheses or variables were accepted (1, 
3, 4, 7, 8, and 17) and hypotheses (2, 5, 6,) were rejected. 
Regardless if the mentor offers the beginning teacher advise about classroom 
management and discipline, organizational skills and planning of activities or serves as 
someone with whom the beginner can discuss the subject matter of an upcoming lesson, 
the participants indicated that having a specific person to whom the beginner can turn to in 
these and other matters is a very significant benefit of mentoring for the first year teacher. 
CHAPTER SIX 
FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The problem being investigated by this study was the extent to which the mentor 
teacher in the DeKalb County T.E.A.M. program has been effective in the utilization of 
these mentor teachers in giving support to the first year teachers careers. 
This study examined some existing problems with first year teachers: 1. The 
attrition rate of first year teacher.; 2. Does mentor teacher make a significance difference 
in the performance of first year teacher?; and 3. Beginning teachers needed help with 
instructional techniques and strategies in the classroom in order to effective teachers set by 
DeKalb County standards. 
This chapter synthesizes the research findings. The first section includes findings 
and conclusions of the study. The second examines the implications of the findings. The 
final section offers recommendations based on the findings of the research. 
FINDINGS 
The findings in this study indicated the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in the 
Dekalb County Teacher Education and Mentoring Program as perceived by three groups 
of educators: school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers. The descriptive 
survey method of research was used to carry out this study. The data for this study were 
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collected from three questionnaires received from 15 elementary schools; 5 junior high 
schools; and 10 high schools. The total questionnaires received was 101. 
The selected sample for this study was obtained from the Dekalb County School 
System. The fiscal year 1995-96 list of school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee 
teachers that participated in the mentoring program was used in mailing out 
questionnaires. Also a questionnaire was administered to mentee teachers who 
participated in the mentoring program over the last four years, totaling 105 respondents. 
After reasonable time and with an adequate sample of returns (101 questionnaires 
were returned), the data were coded, tabulated, and appropriated statistics were 
computed. The data were then placed in appropriate tables and were analyzed and 
interpreted at the .05 level of significance. The primary statistics used to interpret these 
data were analyses of variance (ANOVA) and percentages. 
The analysis and interpretation of data in this study were presented in Chapter 5, 
Tables 2 through 25. The data discussed in Chapter 5 are summarized in Chapter 6. 
The data in Chapter 5 indicated that the distribution of responses from school 
principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers and the independent variables giving rise 
to statistically significant differences on the effectiveness of mentor teacher, and the 
dependent variable, using eight indicators - instructional advisement, classroom 
management and discipline, selection of instructional materials, retention of mentees, 
organizational skills, planning of activities, time management, and classroom routines and 
paperwork. 
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Further analysis revealed that there were significant differences at the elementary, 
junior high, and high school levels and that elementary schools always had a higher mean 
score, followed by the other two levels. This could account for the fact that many people 
perceived that at the elementary level there is more nurturing that transpires than at junior 
high and high school. Also in this study a large percentage of the population worked in 
the elementary school setting. 
This study also revealed that mentor teachers continually scored themselves lower 
than principal and mentee teachers in all variables. One would not have expected that the 
people who are assessing themselves to score themselves lower. It could have been that 
mentor teachers feel that they are lacking in some areas in terms of performance, or it 
could be that they were modest in scoring themselves and did not want to brag or boast 
about their performance. However, the mean scores revealed that they are performing 
above average on a scale of 1-5. 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
Null Hypotheses 
H,: No significant difference in perceptions among school principals, mentors 
teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms 
of instructional advisement. 
The null hypothesis was accepted. 
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H2: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentors teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of classroom management and discipline. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. 
H3: NO significant difference in perceptions among school principals, mentors 
teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms 
of selection of instructional materials. 
The null hypothesis was accepted. 
H4: NO significant difference in perceptions among school principals, mentors 
teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms 
of retention of mentees. 
The null hypothesis was accepted. 
H5: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentors teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of organizational skills. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. 
H6: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentors teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of planning of activities. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. 
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H7: NO significant difference in perceptions was found among school principals, 
mentors teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of time management. 
The null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hg: No significant difference in perceptions was found among school principals, 
mentors teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of classroom routines and paperwork. 
The null hypothesis was accepted. 
H9: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of instructional advisement based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 







The null hypothesis was rejected for the moderator variable of mentee teachers' school 
type. 
H10: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 




b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the following moderator variables: school 
principals' gender and mentee teachers' school type. 
Hn: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of selection of instructional materials based on the demographic 
variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the moderator variable: mentee teacher's school 
type. 
H12: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of retention of mentees based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
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b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the demographic variable of mentee teacher's school 
type. 
H13: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of organizational skills based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the demographic variable of mentee teacher's school 
type and group's race. 
H14: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of planning of activities based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
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d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the moderator variable of mentee teachers' school 
type. 
H1S: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of time management based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the demographic variable of mentee teacher's school 
type and group's race. 
H16: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of classroom routines and paperwork based on the demographic 
variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
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e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the demographic variable; school principals' school 
type; mentor teachers' race; mentee teachers' school type; and group's race. 
H17: NO significant difference in perceptions among current first year teachers in 
the mentoring program and previous teachers in the mentoring program on 
the effectiveness of the mentor teacher. 
The null hypothesis was accepted. 
CONCLUSIONS 
The analysis of data in this chapter provides a perspective of the effectiveness of 
mentors in the teacher education and mentoring program in terms of selected variables as 
perceived by school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee in an urban school district. 
Data on school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee who participated in this study 
were analyzed to provide additional explanation of significant differences which may exist 
among the three groups mentioned above perceptions' of mentoring. From the findings of 
the study, the following conclusions were drawn: 
H,: No significant difference in perceptions among school principals, mentors 
teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms 
of instructional advisement. This hypothesis was accepted because the 
data showed that three groups: principals, mentor teachers, and mentees 
had similar perceptions as to how the mentor teacher was performing on 
instructional advisement. 
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H2: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentors teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of classroom management and discipline. This hypothesis was 
rejected at F probability of .0032, which was significant beyond the .05 
level. A Scheffe's test was computed to determine where the significant 
difference laid. This revealed that significant differences were between the 
perceptions of the principals and mentor teachers. The principals gave the 
mentors higher score in area of classroom management and discipline that 
did the mentors themselves. This lower rating of mentors by mentors 
themselves could be that the mentors did not want to boast about their 
performance. There were also significant differences found between 
mentors and mentees on the Scheffe's test. 
H3: NO significant difference in perceptions among school principals, mentors 
teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms 
of selection of instructional materials. This hypothesis was accepted 
because the three groups: principals, mentor teachers, and mentees had 
similar perceptions as to how the mentor teacher was performing on the 
selection of instructional materials. 
H4: NO significant difference in perceptions among school principals, mentor 
teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms 
of retention of mentees. This hypothesis was accepted because the three 
groups: principals, mentor teachers, and mentees had similar perceptions 
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as to how the mentor teacher was performing on selection of instructional 
materials. 
H5: The was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentors teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of organizational skills. The Scheffe's test was computed, and found 
that no two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. Based upon 
mean scores, the mentees score is 4.083 and principals, mean score is 
3.984 as compared to a lower means of 3.509 for mentor teachers for this 
same variable. It is worth noting that in nearly all hypotheses the mentor 
teacher rated themselves lowest among the three groups of respondents. In 
comparing mean scores of the three groups indicated that mentor 
teachers were perceived as performing at a satisfactory level in providing 
assistance to mentee teachers in the area of organizational skills. However, 
again the mentors overall do not see themselves as performing at the 
utmost level. 
H6: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentors teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of planning of activities. The Scheffe's test was computed, and found 
that no two groups are significantly different at the .05 level. Mentee 
teachers had a mean score of 4.054 and principals mean score is 4.032 a 
compared to a lower mean score of 3.520 for mentors. Further 
interpretation could be that mentor teachers do not think they are providing 
assistance at a satisfactory level in this area to mentee. 
No significant difference in perceptions among school principals, mentors 
teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms 
of time management. This hypothesis was accepted because the three 
groups: principals, mentor teachers, and mentees had similar perceptions 
as to how the mentor teacher was performing in this area. 
No significant difference in perceptions among school principals, mentors 
teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in terms 
of classroom routines and paperwork. This hypothesis was accepted 
because the three groups: principals, mentor teachers, and mentees had 
similar perceptions as to how the mentor teacher was performing in this 
area. 
There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of instructional advisement and the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
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The null hypothesis was rejected for the moderator variable of mentee teachers' 
school type. Further analysis of the cell means revealed that the significant laid with 
elementary school. One can conclude that this is do to the fact that most of the mentoring 
took place in the elementary setting. 
H10: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of classroom management and discipline based on the demographic 
variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the following moderator variables: school 
principals' gender and mentee teachers' school type. Further analysis of the cell means 
revealed that the significant laid with male principals. There were a larger number of 
males principals as opposed to females principals in the study. Even though females 
securing positions as principals, the conclusion drawn here is that males are still 
dominating the principalship position. 
Further analysis revealed that mentee teachers' school type was significant at the 
elementary level, do to large number of participants at the elementary level. It can be 
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further inferred that groups' race was significant because there seems to be a larger 
number of african-american entering into the school system. 
Hu: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of selection of instructional materials based on the demographic 
variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the moderator variable: mentee teacher's 
school type. For this moderator variable the significance laid with elementary school 
setting followed by junior high school and high school respectively. This might account 
for the fact that most mentee teachers worked in the elementary schools. 
H12: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of retention of mentees based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
151 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the demographic variable: mentee teacher's 
school type. For this moderator variable the significance laid with elementary school 
setting followed by junior high school and high school respectively. This might account 
for the fact that most mentee teachers worked in the elementary schools. 
H13: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of organizational skills based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the demographic variable of mentee teacher's 
school type and group's race. For this moderator variable the significance laid with 
elementary school setting followed by high school and junior high school respectively. 
This might account for the fact that most mentee teachers worked in the elementary 
schools. 
H14: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of planning of activities based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
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b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the moderator variable of mentee teachers' 
school type. For this moderator variable the significance laid with elementary school 
setting followed by junior high school and high school respectively. This might account 
for the fact that most mentee teachers worked in the elementary schools. 
Hj5: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of time management based on the demographic variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the demographic variable of mentee teacher's 
school type and group's race. For this moderator variable the significance laid with 
elementary school setting followed by junior high school and high school respectively. 
This might account for the fact that most mentee teachers worked in the elementary 
schools. 
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For the moderator variable group's race significant difference laid with 
african-american, other and whites, respectively. 
H16: There was a significant difference in perceptions among school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentees on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher in 
terms of classroom routines and paperwork based on the demographic 
variables: 
a) gender 
b) years of teaching experience 
c) school type 
d) degree earned 
e) race 
The null hypothesis was rejected for the demographic variable; school principals' 
school type; mentor teachers' race; mentee teachers' school type; and group's race. 
For the moderator variable, principals' school type the significance laid with 
elementary school setting followed by high school and junior high school 
respectively. This might account for the fact that most principals worked in the 
elementary schools. For the variable, mentor teachers' race there were slightly a 
larger percentage of white than african-american. For the variable, mentee 
teachers' school type significance laid with elementary school, high school, 
followed by junior high school respectively. For the variable, group's race 
significant difference laid with african-american, other and whites, respectively. 
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H17: NO significant difference in perceptions between current first year teachers 
in the mentoring program and previous teachers in the mentoring program 
on the effectiveness of the mentor teacher. 
The null hypothesis was accepted. Based on mean score it can be concluded that 
both groups perceived that the mentor teacher is performing at a satisfactory level as a 
whole for this variable. 
IMPLICATIONS 
The findings and conclusion of this study suggest the following implications: 
1. The findings of this study suggest that respondents strongly endorse the 
role of the mentor teacher in a beginning teacher's first year of employment. 
Mentor were found to have effectively addressed some of the needs of new 
teachers that had been identified in the research. 
2. This study implies that mentor teachers do perform a useful role in assisting 
the novice/inexperience teacher and should continue in this role. 
3. The findings of this suggested that significant differences seem to occur at 
the elementary level. This can be further explained in terms of the 
difference levels of school type do to how each group perceived mentor 
performing at the elementary level. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the findings in the study, the researcher makes the following 
recommendations: 
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1. Further research needs to be conducted to ascertain the amount of time 
required for mentors to adequately address the beginning teacher's needs. 
2. Research should be done to focus on the specialized training, qualification, 
and selection of mentor teachers based on the needs of school system. 
3. The finding of this study should be used by other school systems, 
educators, and trainers in mentoring programs to enhance their quality of 
service offered. 
4. School systems who do not currently used mentoring programs should 
investigate the possibility of implementing a mentoring program for 
intern/novice teachers. 
5. It is further recommended that since the mentoring program is working 
overall, that all first year teachers should participate in the program. 
SUMMARY 
The concept of mentoring has a long history of success beginning with Odysseus’ 
decision to entrust the education and development of his son to a wised and learned man 
named Mentor. 
The concept of mentoring for beginning teachers has risen over the last decade due 
to the overwhelming classroom duties and responsibilities they are required to undertake. 
These overwhelming tasks have dictated that school systems put forth a greater effort in 
the initial year(s) toward the development in beginning teachers careers. 
This research study also adds to that body of research literature on the milieu that 
gives rise to the issues of mentoring. The findings and conclusion of this study indicate 
similar findings to those reported in past research studies of Anderson and Shannon, 1983; 
Ganser, 1993; Hall and Loucks, 1978; Heck and Blaine, 1989; Huling-Austin, 1986 
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Klausmeier, 1985; Odell, 1990; and Zey, 1984, which investigated mentoring of the first 
year teacher. 
The data in the first section of this chapter revealed finding on a sample of school 
principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers in DeKalb County mentoring program. 
The findings in this study showed that 25 or 24.9 percent of the sample were school 
principals; 35 or 34.6 percent were mentor teachers; and 41 or 40.6 percent were mentee 
teachers. The racial composite for this study was 50 or 49.5 percent African-American; 
41 or 40.6 percent White; and 10 or 9.9 percent other. Further, interpretation yield that 
more African-Americans were entering the school system. Only 2 or 1.9 percent had a 
doctoral degree. The most popular degree among school principals were a specialist 
degree; for mentor teachers a masters degree; and for mentee teachers a bachelors. 
The number of females, minorities, and whites who participated in study was 
reflective of mentor teachers similarities of demographics found throughout the United 
States as compared to national demographics. There were 24 or 40.0 percent of the 
respondents in the study had 12 or more years of teaching experience. A large percentage 
of respondents, 49 or 48.5 percent worked in an elementary setting and 35 or 34.7 percent 
had a bachelors degree. 
The findings and conclusions in this research study indicated that school principals, 
mentor teachers, and mentee teachers believed that the mentor teacher was not 
effectiveness in the following areas: classroom management and discipline; organizational 
skills; and planning of activities. 
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Analysis of school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers perceptions 
and selected moderator variables identified in this study by instructional advisement yield 
statistically significant differences with the following moderator variables, mentee teachers' 
school type. Data analysis of school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers 
perceptions and selected moderator variables identified in this study by classroom 
management and discipline revealed the following, a statistically significant was found in 
school principals' perceptions of gender and mentee teachers' school type. Data analysis 
of school principals, mentor teachers, and mentee teachers' perceptions and selected 
moderator variables identified in this study by selection of instructional materials revealed 
the following, a statistically significant was found in mentee teachers' school type. Data 
analysis of school principals', mentor teachers', and mentee teachers' perceptions and 
selected moderator variables identified in this study by retention of mentee yield 
significantly significant difference was found in mentee teachers' school type. Data 
analysis of school principals', mentor teachers', and mentee teachers' perceptions and 
selected moderator variables identified in this study by organizational skills yield 
significantly significant difference was found in mentee teachers' school type. Data 
analysis of school principals', mentor teachers', and mentee teachers' perceptions and 
selected moderator variables identified in this study by planning of activities yield 
significantly significant difference was found in mentee teachers' school type. Data 
analysis of school principals', mentor teachers', and mentee teachers' perceptions and 
selected moderator variables identified in this study by time management yield significantly 
significant difference was found in mentee teachers' school type. Data analysis of school 
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principals', mentor teachers', and mentee teachers' perceptions and selected moderator 
variables identified in this study by classroom routines and paperwork yield significantly 
significant differences were found in school principals' school type; mentor teachers' race; 
and mentee teachers' school type. 
With the current emphasis on teacher mentoring for first year teacher, the 
information from this study will be useful to this school system in making decisions 
regarding the future direction of the Teacher Education and Mentoring Program. Further, 
this research will useful to other school systems in Georgia, as well as school systems 
throughout the country who are providing support for the mentee teacher. 
APPENDIX A 
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CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
ScKoo* ai Eoxiocn 
January 9, 1996 
To Whom It May Concern: 
Please- be advised that Mrs. Gloria Griffith (SS#249-15-1416) is a 
student in good standing in the Educational Leadership Department. 
Mrs. Griffith has successfully presented her proposal entitled "The 
Effectiveness of Mentors in the Teacher Education and Mentoring 
Program in Terms of Selected Variables as Perceived by School 
Principals. Mentor Teachers and Mentees." She is now ready to begin 
obtaining data for her survey. Your cooperation in assisting her in 
obtaining correct data is greatly appreciated. 
if further information is needed, please feel free to call me at (404) 
880-8492. 








DeKalb County School System 
r \ BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS William Bradley Bryan1 C>»#»• ■
Pr.n McC.icqor Vic** Ow»i- 
I.li/rt'.'tMf. Anflf«>w, 
V. J Jarnei R Hainora. Superintend^ 
3770 North Decatur Road, Decatur. GA 30032-1099 District Office (904) 297-1200, (404) 297-2300 
January ! 9, 1996 
Subject: Approval for Gloria Griffith's Research in DeKalb School System 
Dear Cooperating Principals 
The Department of Research and Evaluation has approved Mrs Gloria Griffith’s proposal lot 
research on "The Effectiveness of Manors in the Teacher Education and Mentoring Tmgi\un " 
Your approval and cooperation for access into your respective schools are solicited, and greatly 
appreciated 
The proposal was approved b> Clark-Atlanta University (see attachment; The results might also 
ce of relevance to staff development and schools in. générai As a result. Dr Anne Wight .ns e: h.t> 
agreed to monitor the research, and we would be adding a few items on the questionnaire to meet 
our specific needs 
The researcher is required to meet your expectations with regard to school policies at all times 
The researcher is also required to submit (a) a cops1 of the approved dissertation to this office, and 
(b) an abstract to the cooperating schools 
Sincerely, 
Gangi Persaud, Ph.D. 
Research & Evaluation 
GP/di 
Attachment(s) 




November 30, 1995 
Dear Principals: 
I am a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University working on my dissertation in 
educational administration. The topic I am researching is the Effectiveness of Mentors in 
the Teacher Education and Mentoring Program (TEAM.) in terms of selected variables 
as perceived by School Principals, Mentor Teachers, and Mentees. 
For the purpose of this study, mentoring is defined as: a nurturing process in which a 
more skilled or more experienced person, serving as a role model, teacher sponsor, 
encourager, or counselor befriends a less skilled or less experienced person for the 
purpose of promoting the latter's professional and/or personal development. 
I am requesting that you make a contribution to the current body of knowledge in this area 
by completing the attached questionnaire. 
Please complete and return the enclosed questionnaire to the researcher within one weeks 
of receiving survey. All responses will be confidential and only group data will be 
reported. 
Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance. 
Sincerely yours, 
Gloria H. Griffith 
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November 30, 1995 
Dear Mentor Teacher: 
I am a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University working on my dissertation in 
educational administration. The topic I am researching is the Effectiveness of Mentors in 
the Teacher Education and Mentoring Program (T.E.A.M.) in terms of selected variables 
as perceived by School Principals, Mentor Teachers, and Mentees. 
For the purpose of this study, mentoring is defined as: a nurturing process in which a 
more skilled or more experienced person, serving as a role model, teacher sponsor, 
encourager, or counselor befriends a less skilled or less experienced person for the 
purpose of promoting the latter's professional and/or personal development. 
I am requesting that you make a contribution to the current body of knowledge in this area 
by completing the attached questionnaire. 
Please complete and return the enclosed questionnaire to the researcher within one weeks 
of receiving survey. All responses will be confidential and only group data will be 
reported. 
Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance. 
Sincerely yours, 
Gloria H. Griffith 
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November 30, 1995 
Dear Beginning Teacher: 
I am a doctoral student at Clark Atlanta University working on my dissertation in 
educational administration. The topic I am researching is the Effectiveness of Mentors in 
the Teacher Education and Mentoring Program (T E A M.) in terms of selected variables 
as perceived by School Principals, Mentor Teachers, and Mentees. 
For the purpose of this study, mentoring is defined as: a nurturing process in which a 
more skilled or more experienced person, serving as a role model, teacher sponsor, 
encourager, or counselor befriends a less skilled or less experienced person for the 
purpose of promoting the latter's professional and/or personal development. 
I am requesting that you make a contribution to the current body of knowledge in this area 
by completing the attached questionnaire. 
Please complete and return the enclosed questionnaire to the researcher within one weeks 
of receiving survey. All responses will be confidential and only group data will be 
reported. 
Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance. 
Sincerely yours, 





The first section ask for demographic information and is followed by items related to the 
effectiveness of the T.E.A.M. Mentoring Program. Please circle the answer which best 










d. 12 or more 
e. 21 or more 
3. School Type 
a. Elementary 
b. Junior High 
c. High School 











Teacher Mentoring Program 
Directions: For each item please indicate the response that best describes your answer 
about the assistance provided for new teachers through the mentoring program. Circle 
5-very often; 4-Often; 3-Sometimes; 2-Seldom; and 1-Never. 
As building principal has the mentor teacher provided support in assisting the new teacher 
in the following area: 
6. In planning instruction with matching course objectives. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
7. In organizing and managing instructional time, materials, and paperwork. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
8. In maintaining instructional activity on grade level. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
9. In improving the new teacher's content knowledge. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
10. In discussing instructional problems and concerns with new teacher. 






In encouraging the new teacher to try new instructional techniques and ideas. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
In discussing with the new teacher facts and theories related to teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
Through discussion of the new teacher's strengths in teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
Through discussion of the new teacher's weaknesses in teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
Through discussion of curriculum mandates. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
In reviewing weekly lesson plans of new teacher to ensure that each lesson uses 
evaluation method as part of lesson. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
In maintaining classroom control and handling student discipline problems. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
In maintaining a classroom environment that is conducive to learning. 






19. In assisting the beginning teacher with classroom strategies for disciplining 
students. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
20. In listening for disturbances in the beginning teacher's classroom during the school 
day. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
21. In encouraging the new teacher to take a staff development class on assertive 
discipline. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom 
5 4 3 2 
22. In using a variety of teaching methods. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom 
5 4 3 2 
23. In selecting supplemental textbooks, materials and supplies. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
24. In using audiovisual equipment as a supplemental resource for teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
25. In using materials such as worksheets, overhead, reports, projects, and puzzles in 
presenting instructional materials. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 






26. In using essential materials for facilitating instructions. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
27. In encouraging the new teacher to remain in the teaching profession as a career 
choice. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
28. In maintaining a working relationship with principal, and not becoming frustrated 
enough to leave the teaching profession. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
29. In ensuring that the beginning teacher did successfully demonstrate teaching ability 
on the GTOI to continue teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
30. In providing support for mentee due to his/her lack of feelings of personal success 
and accomplishment in their working with student and wanting to continue to 
teach. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
31. In providing encouragement to mentees who may feel discouraged by rigors of 
teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
32. In providing assistance in organizing/arranging work in a systematic way to ensure 
task is completed. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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33. In organizing the curriculum to include components of higher order of thinking 
questions. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
34. In organizing the curriculum objectives that state student behavior in measurable 
terms. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
35. In organizing lesson to ensure that each lesson has closure or summarize at the end 
of the class. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
36. In organizing lessons in a sequential manner. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
37. In planning activities in advance to ensure a smooth transition from one activity to 
the next. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
38. In planning activities in advance to ensure that it does not take all class period to 
conduct one activity. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
39. In preparing for instructional activities through effective lesson planning. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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40. In planning with mentee the implementation of day-to-day and activities to ensure 
that one builds upon the other. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
41. In planning learning activities which are compatible with the physical environment. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
42. In sharing effective time management strategies with beginning teacher. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
43. In structuring classroom time in ways that facilitate student learning. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
44. In structuring planning time in ways that will maximize work, for example, 
filling-out administrative reports, planning, and checking papers, etc. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
45. In encouraging mentee to use time wisely when conducting parent conference(s). 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
46. In managing classroom routines and paperwork to ensure the mentee teacher is not 
overwhelmed with paperwork. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
47. In completing procedures for recording student information such as grades, 
attendance, etc. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
48. 
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In filling-out necessary reports/forms on a routine basis required by the school 
system. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
49. In routinely evaluating student academic progress (grading system). 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
50. In classroom routine of expressing teacher expectations of student. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 




MENTOR TEACHER SURVEY 
The first section requests demographic information and is followed by items related to 
the effectiveness of the T.E.A.M. Mentoring Program. Please circle the answer which 










d. 12 or more 
3. School Type 
a. Elementary 
b. Junior High 
c. High School 









6. Number of Assigned General Level Classes 
a. 0-3 
b. 4 or more 
c. Self-Contained (Elementary) 
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7. Number of Assigned Advanced Level Classes 
a. 0-3 
b. 4 or more 
c. Self-Contained (Elementary) 
SECTION II 
Teacher Mentoring Program 
Directions: For each item please indicate the response that best describes your answer 
about the assistance you as the mentor teacher provide for the new teachers. Circle 5- 
Very Often; 4-Often; 3-Sometimes; 2-Seldom; and 1-Never. 
As the mentor teacher have you provided assistance to the new teacher: 
8. In planning instruction with matching course objectives. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
9. In organizing and managing instructional time, materials, and paperwork. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
10. In maintaining instructional activity on grade level. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
11. In improving the new teacher's content knowledge. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
12. In discussing instructional problems and concerns with new teacher. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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13. In encouraging the new teacher to try new instructional techniques and ideas. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
14. In discussing with the new teacher facts and theories related to teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
15. Through discussion of the new teacher's strengths in teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
16. Through discussion of the new teacher's weaknesses in teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
17. Through discussion of curriculum mandates. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
18. In reviewing weekly lesson plans of new teacher to ensure that each lesson uses 
evaluation method as part of lesson. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
19. In maintaining classroom control and handling student discipline problems. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
20. In maintaining a classroom environment that is conducive to learning. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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22. In listening for 
school day. 









23. In encouraging 
discipline. 


















25. In selecting supplemental textbooks, materials and supplies. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
26. In using audiovisual equipment as a supplemental resource for teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
27. In using materials such as worksheets, overhead, reports, projects, and puzzles 
in presenting instructional materials. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
28. In using essential materials for facilitating instructions. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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29. In encouraging the new teacher to remain in the teaching profession as a career 
choice. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
30. In maintaining a working relationship with principal, and not becoming 
frustrated enough to leave the teaching profession. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
31. In ensuring that the beginning teacher did successfully demonstrate teaching 
ability on the GTOI to continue teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
32. In providing support for mentee due to his/her lack of feelings of personal 
success and accomplishment in their working with student and wanting to 
continue to teach. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
33. In providing encouragement to mentees who may feel discouraged by the rigors 
of teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
34. In providing assistance in organizing/arranging work in a systematic way to 
ensure task is completed. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
35. In organizing the curriculum to include higher order of thinking questions. 







36. In organizing the curriculum objectives that state student behavior in 
measurable terms. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
37. In organizing lesson to ensure that each lesson has closure or summarize at the 
end of the class. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
38. In organizing lessons in a sequential manner. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
39. In planning activities in advance to ensure a smooth transition from one activity 
to the next. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
40. In planning activities in advance to ensure that it does not take all class period to 
conduct one activity. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
41. In preparing for instructional activities through effective lesson planning. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
42. In planning with mentee the implementation of day-to-day and activities to 
ensure that one builds upon the other. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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43. In planning learning activities which are compatible with the physical 
environment. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
44. In sharing effective time management strategies with beginning teacher. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
45. In structuring classroom time in ways that facilitate student learning. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
46. In structuring planning time in ways that will maximize work, for example, 
filling-out administrative reports, planning, and checking papers, etc. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
47. In encouraging mentee to use time wisely when conducting parent 
conference(s). 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
48. In managing classroom routines and paperwork to ensure the mentee teacher is 
not overwhelmed with paperwork. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
49. In completing procedures for recording student information such as grades, 
attendance, etc. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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50. In filling-out necessary reports/forms on a routine basis required by the school 
system. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
51. In routinely evaluating student academic progress (grading system). 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
52. In classroom routine of expressing teacher expectations of student. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 




BEGINNING TEACHER SURVEY 
The first section ask for demographic information and is followed by items related to 
the effectiveness of the T.E.A.M. Mentoring Program. Please circle the answer which 






2. School Type 
a. Elementary 
b. Junior High 
c. High School 









5. Number of Assigned General Level Classes 
a. 0-3 
b. 4 or more 
c. Self Contained (Elementary) 
6. Number of Assigned Advanced Level Classes 
a. 0-3 
b. 4 or more 
c. Self Contained (Elementary) 
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How many courses were you assigned to teacher as a first year teacher? 
a. 0-2 
b. 2-4 
c. 4 or more 
Based on your mentoring experience, did it positively influenced your decision 




Teacher Mentoring Program 
Directions: For each item please indicate the response that best describes your answer 
about the assistance you received from mentor teacher as a new teachers. Circle 5- 
Very Often; 4-Often; 3-Sometimes; 2-Seldom; and 1-Never. 
As the beginning teacher did you receive assistance from the mentor teacher: 
9. In planning instruction with matching course objectives. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
10. In organizing and managing instructional time, materials, and paperwork. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
11. In maintaining instructional activity on grade level. 
Very Often Often 
5 4 
Sometimes Seldom Never 
3 2 1 
12. In improving the new teacher's content knowledge. 
Very Often Often 
5 4 
Sometimes Seldom Never 
3 2 1 
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13. In discussing instructional problems and concerns with new teacher. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
14. In encouraging the new teacher to try new instructional techniques and ideas. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
15. In discussing with the new teacher facts and theories related to teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
16. Through discussion of the new teacher's strengths in teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
17. Through discussion of the new teacher's weaknesses in teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
18. Through discussion of curriculum mandates. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
19. In reviewing weekly lesson plans of new teacher to ensure that each lesson uses 
evaluation method as part of lesson. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
20. In maintaining classroom control and handling student discipline problems. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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21. In maintaining a classroom environment that is conducive to learning. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
22. In assisting the beginning teacher with classroom strategies for disciplining 
students. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
23. In listening for disturbances in the beginning teacher's classroom during the 
school day. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
24. In encouraging the new teacher to take a staff development class on assertive 
discipline. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
25. In using a variety of teaching methods. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom 
5 4 3 2 
Never 
1 
26. In selecting supplemental textbooks, materials and supplies. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
27. In using audiovisual equipment as a supplemental resource for teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
28. In using materials such as worksheets, overhead, reports, projects, and puzzles 
in presenting instructional materials. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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29. In using essential materials for facilitating instructions. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
30. In encouraging the new teacher to remain in the teaching profession as a career 
choice. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
31. In maintaining a working relationship with principal, and not becoming 
frustrated enough to leave the teaching profession. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
32. In ensuring that the beginning teacher did successfully demonstrate teaching 
ability on the GTOI to continue teaching. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
33. In providing support for mentee due to his/her lack of feelings of personal 
success and accomplishment in their working with student and wanting to 
continue to teach. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
34. In providing encouragement to mentees who may feel discouraged by the rigors 
of teachers. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
35. In providing assistance in organizing/arranging work in a systematic way to 
ensure task is completed. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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36. In organizing the curriculum to include higher order of thinking questions. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
37. In organizing the curriculum objectives that state student behavior in measurable 
terms. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
38. In organizing lesson to ensure that each lesson has closure or summarize at the 
end of the class. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
39. In organizing lessons in a sequential manner. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
40. In planning activities in advance to ensure a smooth transition from one activity 
to the next. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
41. In planning activities in advance to ensure that it does not take all class period to 
conduct one activity. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
42. In preparing for instructional activities through effective lesson planning. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
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43. In planning with mentee the implementation of day-to-day and activities to 
ensure that one builds upon the other. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
44. In planning learning activities which are compatible with the physical 
environment. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
45. In sharing effective time management strategies with beginning teacher. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
46. In structuring classroom time in ways that facilitate student learning. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
47. In structuring planning time in ways that will maximize work, for example, 
filling-out administrative reports, planning, and checking papers, etc. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
48. In encouraging mentee to use time wisely when conducting parent 
conference(s). 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
49. In managing classroom routines and paperwork to ensure the mentee teacher is 
not overwhelmed with paperwork. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
50. 
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In completing procedures for recording student information such as grades, 
attendance, etc. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
51. In filling-out necessary reports/forms on a routine basis required by the school 
system. 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
52. In routinely evaluating student academic progress (grading system). 
Very Often Often Sometimes Seldom Never 
5 4 3 2 1 
53. In classroom routine of expressing teacher expectations of student. 









CRITERIA FOR VALIDATION OF INSTRUMENT 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please evaluate each item on the questionnaire with regard to the 
criteria below. Space has been provided following the eight evaluation criteria in the 
event that you desire to elaborate on particular responses. 
1. Is the item relevant? 
2. Is the item clear and unambiguous? 
3. Are the response choices clear and unambiguous? 
4. Are the response choice exhaustive? 
5. Are the rating scales appropriate? 
(Five Level Likert-Type Scale) 
6. Does each item appear in a logical sequence? 
7. Does the item need to be discarded? 
8. Do other items need to be included? 
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